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LETTERS 


Letters may have been 
shortened because of space. 
Some names may have been 
changed 

North 

Birmingham 

According to Marcus Strom’s report on 
the Socialist Alliance national executive, 
“Stuart Richardson, the NBSA [North 
Birmingham SA] treasurer, had refused 
to pay out 80% of the branch funds to 
Steve Godward’s election campaign for 
the Birmingham city council, as agreed 
by an NBSA meeting” (‘Assessing the 
new and burying the past’, July 1). 

Later he refers to a “democratic deci¬ 
sion to give 80%”.. To write this I can 
only conclude that Marcus has not fol¬ 
lowed the debate on this issue. At the 
NBSA meeting on April 27, three com¬ 
rades voted who were not members of 
the SA. One had stopped paying in Feb¬ 
ruary, one had only paid £22, not £24, 
and another’s membership had lapsed. 
How can you have a democratic mem¬ 
bers’ meeting when non-members vote? 
The executive also received a letter 
dated May 29 on this matter from “Steve 
Godward and comrades from the 
NBSA”. Half of those who signed the 
letter, including Steve Godward, were not 
members of the NBSA, since their mem¬ 
bership had lapsed. 

Marcus states 80% of the funds were 
for Steve Godward’s election campaign. 
Now NBSA has stood in several elec¬ 
tion campaigns since the 2001 general 
election when I was elected the treasurer. 
On each occasion I was asked to pay 
election expenses, which I did. On this 
occasion I was asked to pay 80% of the 
funds to an account named ‘Erdington 
Socialists’. 

Now it has been confirmed to me 
that this is the account of the North Bir¬ 
mingham Independent Socialists. The 
money was not specifically for “Steve 
Godward’s election campaign”, but the 
ex-comrades of the NBSA wanted me to 
transfer most of the funds of the NBSA 
to their new political project. 

As I have stated in previous corre¬ 
spondence, I considered it wrong to 
transfer hinds specifically donated to the 
Socialist Alliance to the Independent 
Socialists. It is also important to note that 
the Independent Socialists excluded 
some NBSA members from participation 
in Steve’s election campaign. It was not 
a campaign of the NBSA. 

The funds have not been “stolen”, as 
some wild reports have suggested, but 
are now under the control of the national 
executive of the SA. As I understand it, 
the NEC at its meeting on June 26 agreed 
to reconvene the NBSA in September so 
that NBSA members can resume activ¬ 
ity as the Socialist Alliance. The NBSA 
was suspended supposedly for the du¬ 
ration of the election by the NBSA meet¬ 
ing on April 27, but has not been 
reconvened. In my view the NBSA funds 
will again be available, as they should 
be, for the activity of the NBSA and not 
for the Independent Socialists. 

By the way, the importance of the de¬ 
fence of asylum-seekers is again empha¬ 
sised by the disgusting New Labour 
campaign in the Hodge Hill by-election. 
As I noted in my previous correspond¬ 
ence, Steve Godward’s campaign failed 
to use the term ‘asylum-seeker’ and so 
did not raise the slogan ‘Defend asylum- 
seekers’ in his election leaflets. In con¬ 
trast, Respect raised precisely this 
slogan in its Euro election leaflet sent to 
23 million homes. 

Hodge Hill is a relatively poor work¬ 
ing class area in the east of Birmingham, 
adjacent to Erdington, where Steve 
stood. Part of the constituency, Alum 
Rock and Washwood Heath, has a large 
Asian population in which Respect re¬ 
ceived 26% of the vote in the Euro elec¬ 
tion. In the other two wards, Hodge Hill 
and Shard End, Respect received low 
votes. 

In the New Labour leaflet circulated on 


the weekend of July 10-11 the main head¬ 
line is: “Say ‘no’ to Lib Dems’ asylum 
plans - Liberal Democrats want benefit 
‘handouts’ for failed asylum-seekers”. It 
goes on: “Liberal Democrats’ plans to 
give benefits to failed asylum-seekers 
were condemned as a ‘damned disgrace’ 
by retired police officer and local resident 
Roy Hunter.” 

The quotes above show vividly that 
socialists cannot avoid a clear and prin¬ 
cipled defence of asylum-seekers. 
Avoiding taking a position on their de¬ 
fence shows the opportunist limitations 
of Steve Godward’s campaign. 

Stuart Richardson 
Birmingham 

LRC and Respect 

I note the importance certain publica¬ 
tions gave to the Labour Representation 
Committee convention. I welcome any 
intervention to push the interests of la¬ 
bour forward. 

However, the Labour Party is full of 
politically ignorant and non-socialist- 
minded people, who are not the best lead¬ 
ers or the vanguard of the working class 
and will never be so. The only reason 
why Labour produced decent politicians 
was the influence of the Communist 
Party in the labour movement. That in¬ 
fluence is now gone. Hence it is unlikely 
that the Labour Party can produce van¬ 
guard material in significant or even in¬ 
significant quantities. The Labour Party 
has always been about keeping the 
working class and trade unions as vot¬ 
ing fodder. No socialist or progressive 
can want the maintenance of that situa¬ 
tion. 

1 can’t understand why so many peo¬ 
ple are undermining Respect and its per- 
fonnance in the elections. The important 
thing for Respect is to keep united, keep 
pushing a broad socialist agenda and 
keep going. Had the Socialist Labour 
Party managed this, then there would not 
have been the need for Respect. That 
Respect gets a good vote in certain key 
areas is good news. That is evidence that 
the project is on target. I hope that the 
members and leaders of Respect under¬ 
stand that the project is about the next 
three, five and even 10 years. Respect is 
a grassroots organisation whose aim is 
to build even more grassroots! 

The LRC, by contrast, is about little 
Englanders - the same white, male and 
English people with all their problems, 
wanting to dominate the working class 
movement. A new movement has to be 
progressive in its culture not just in its 
politics. It has to involve the humble and 
the excluded and build a mass move¬ 
ment capable of removing the fetters that 
crush the masses. The traditional left is 
dominated by the same Tittle 
Englanders’ culturally and organisation¬ 
ally. 

Three hundred or so people turning 
up at an event sponsored by MPs, CLPs 
and unions is pathetic when that con¬ 
stituency is supposed to be several hun¬ 
dred thousand. The oppressed are 
abandoning the Labour Party in their 
droves, never to return. I have to con¬ 
gratulate Respect in managing to keep a 
high profile in spite of a media blackout 
and in spite of being only a few months 
old. And for not boring the pants off 
those who engage in politics. 

Lila Patel 
email 

Paint it red 

If yellow, according to Trotsky, is the 
colour of rotting capitalism, then the rain¬ 
bow alliance of the Respect coalition will 
turn to mud unless class politics are ad¬ 
dressed. If some parties on the left see 
their size as an issue, then why should 
they care what a bunch of ‘ultra-lefts’ 
think? The point is, parliamentary par¬ 
ties are large, but their politics are bland. 

With the so-called ‘end of commu¬ 
nism’ in the early 90s, the left should be 
painting the brightest of reds, not a ka¬ 


leidoscope of colours, which will only 
end up as a mess, causing more disap¬ 
pointments. 

Jim Cavanagh 

email 

Abortion 

I thought your readers might be inter¬ 
ested in the comments made by Dave 
Crouch, a leading SWP member, at the 
end of his session on ‘The Bolsheviks 
and religion’ at this year’s Marxism. 

Responding to criticism from Toby 
Abse about Respect’s silence on George 
Galloway’s views on abortion, Dave said: 
“George Galloway says that he is opposed 
to abortion. Now that is his personal opin¬ 
ion. It is not his policy. His policy is to de¬ 
fend a woman’s right to chose ... That 
might become a problem in the future. Who 
knows? I doubt it myself. 

“But I think it is healthy to have that 
debate in Respect. The way we are go¬ 
ing to convince George Galloway that he 
is wrong is by confident women having 
the argument with him. That’s how we 
are going to make sure that Respect car¬ 
ries forward that fight. 

“Blair is out to restrict the time limits 
on abortion. Respect must be right in the 
forefront of the fight against that.” 

If this reflects a general viewpoint of 
the SWP leadership, this is a welcome 
development. If it is comrade Crouch’s 
individual stance, I do hope he will ener¬ 
getically argue for this line both inside 
his organisation and at Respect’s au¬ 
tumn conference. 

The Respect executive should have 
made its attitude clear at the time. But 
better late than never, as I hope comrade 
Crouch will agree. 

Alan Pryce 

email 

EPSR 

The Economic and Philosophic Sci¬ 
ence Review must truly be a collector’s 
item, if they are as fanatically homopho¬ 
bic as you suggest (Weekly Worker July 
8). Most radical organisations had aban¬ 
doned such positions by the middle 
1970s, by which time empirical psychia¬ 
try had determined that gay people were 
no more mentally disturbed, degenerate 
or underdeveloped than heterosexuals. 

To be fair, leftist homophobia has 
never been as bad as that existing 
amongst the political and theological 
right. Even prior to the emergence of 
contemporary feminist and gay rights 
movements, when pseudo-Freudian 
conceptions of sexuality were common 
currency, few European leftist groups 
proposed legal persecution. And even 
the EPSR would have no truck with the 
US fundamentalist-financed scams 
which claim they can ‘reprogramme’ 
homosexuals. 

Searching the magazine’s online ar¬ 
chive, one can find the EPSR condemn¬ 
ing press homophobia back in 1999 - 
more recent than those wacky anti-gay 
quotes your article cited. Might it be that 
even this eccentric comer of the left had 
reconsidered the evidence and changed 
its line? 

Terry Starr 
Bristol 

Obsession 

What is with this obsession with the 
Socialist Workers Party? Here we go 
again - slagging them off in one breath 
and then using their Marxism festival for 
your own ends. How about attacking the 
real enemy, Tony Blair, for a change? 
Shaun Tinsley 
email 

Green relevance 

Whither the British left? As an Ameri¬ 
can communist who is concerned for the 
fate of the left globally, I have followed 
first the Socialist Alliance and now the 
Respect project with increasing cynicism 


and depression. 

All of the attempts by the CPGB, Alli¬ 
ance for Workers’ Liberty et al to build a 
pluralist, open socialist party have been 
met with an insuperable barrier time and 
again - the SWP and the cult of Tony 
Cliff. One can easily see that, if one 
wishes to build a communist party in 
Britain, the SWP cannot be ignored, as 
it is the largest remaining of the ostensi¬ 
bly Marxist groupings. Yet, as all good 
cult leaders understand, the SWP’s 
heads understand that permitting real 
democratic debate would mean tire pos¬ 
sibility of being sacked. They will never 
permit dissident factions to win control 
of any group with SWP participation. 

Any attempt to build a party without 
the SWP would lead to stagnation, yet 
attempts to build a party with SWP help 
seem to lead towards that grouping be¬ 
coming their plaything. No, this is not a 
healthy situation, and most sane leftists 
will grow tired of the SWP’s myriad of 
old projects with new faces. 

Reading Peter Tatchell’s article a few 
weeks back, I was struck with an idea for 
a pre-emptive move that would negate 
the entire need for the bond with a cult¬ 
like SWP - the CPGB and the rest of the 
groups fighting for democracy within 
the SA and the Respect coalition should 
liquidate themselves into the Green 
Party. 

Inside the Greens, they should con¬ 
stitute themselves as an (eco) socialist 
faction. It is far more likely that a social¬ 
ist faction within the Green Party will be 
able to build up a strong leftist party in 
Britain than a small grouping led by the 
SWP. The UK Green Party, by all ac¬ 
counts, seems to be receptive to an anti¬ 
capitalist message, albeit a 
petty-bourgeois version. 

Advantages to this are: the party has 
the potential after years of grassroots ef¬ 
forts to win seats in the European parlia¬ 
ment, and perhaps in the national one 
as well; a socialist message would reach 
a larger audience (the GP’s membership 
base and sympathisers); and, if the state 
of the party’s internal democracy were 
only a wee bit better than the SA’s or Re¬ 
spect’s, the socialist faction would have 
the ability to challenge the mainstream 
Greens for control of the party, as their 
support grew. Best of all, the SWP would 
fade into irrelevance. 

I know none of this will be welcomed 
by those who wish for a pure commu¬ 
nist party. Here in America, many of us 
(including myself) have entered the 
Greens and begun to build a Marxist fac¬ 
tion there - granted, the electoral and 
political potential for a socialist party is 
different here. In Britain, as in America, 
the need to present the left as a real al¬ 
ternative is the first step towards build¬ 
ing a communist party. Engaging a new 
generation which has no strong party 
identification and does not participate in 
politics is extremely important - and the 
Greens will free you of the straightjacket 
into which the SWP bound you. A so¬ 
cialist tendency in the GP will double the 
old audience, consolidate the left and 
perhaps engender spirited debate. 

The alternative, it seems, is continu¬ 
ing electoral and social irrelevance of the 
Marxist left in Britain. 

Peter LaVenia 
New York 

Hijab 

It is ironic that Dr al-Qaradawi was the 
keynote speaker at the conference on ‘A 
woman’s right to choose’ to wear the 
hijab, when he himself does not believe 
women should have a choice. He says 
the hijab is obligatory for muslirn women 
and a husband has the right to force his 
wife to wear it. 

Writing on his website Islam Online, 
Dr al-Qaradawi states the following: “It 
is obligatory on muslirn women to wear 
the hijab (ie, cover the whole body ex¬ 
cept the face and hands, and the feet 
according to some schools of jurispru¬ 
dence) ... A muslirn husband is to order 


his wife to wear the hijab ... Muslim 
wives are to obey their husbands and 
weai' the hijab ... However, if the wife 
does not obey him and he has lost all 
hope of convincing her of wearing 
the hijab, he should, rather, divorce her 
ifthey are still in tire beginning of their mari¬ 
tal life and have not begot children yet” 
(www.islamonline.net/fatwa/english). 

The conference was completely one¬ 
sided. It demanded the right of women 
to choose to wear the hijab, but it did not 
defend then right not to wear it. Very few 
young muslirn girls freely choose the 
hijab; mostly they adopt it because of 
pressure from their family and commu¬ 
nity. 

The conference provided a platform 
for religious tyranny under the guise of 
human rights. We call for an honest and 
inclusive public debate covering all 
sides of the issue, including the views 
of liberal muslirn women who oppose the 
hijab as an instrument of male domina¬ 
tion. 

For many muslirn women, refusing to 
obey orthodox muslirn expectations can 
be dangerous. “Not conforming to the 
sexual and gender norms of the commu¬ 
nity can result in domestic violence,” 
reports Safra, a UK-based research and 
support group run by lesbian, bisexual 
and trans-gender nruslim women 
(www.safraproject.org/dvrrep03.htm). 

It is clear the conference had nothing 
to do with ‘a women’s right to choose’. 
It presented wearing the hijab as ‘a 
choice’, while at the same time insisting 
that it is obligatory. Outrage afifmns the 
right of every individual to free religious 
expression, but deplores the hypocrisy 
of the conference organisers and their 
failure to defend the right of women not 
to wear the hijab. 

Brett Lock 
Outrage 

Manchester 

picket 

On Saturday July 11, members of the Iraq 
Solidarity Campaign (UK) attended the 
boycott picket of Marks and Spencers 
in Manchester’s city centre, in protest 
at the company’s trading policies to¬ 
wards the state of Israel. 

People from a variety of campaigns 
also attended in order to protest against 
the fact that on Saturday July 3 the picket 
had been attacked by seven men, who 
later revealed in a Jewish newspaper that 
they were all ex-members of the Israeli 
Defence Force. According to witnesses 
present, the seven got out of cars and 
proceeded to verbally abuse people. 
They tore up campaign literature, which 
explained to members of the public what 
kind of conditions Israel was placing 
upon the Palestinians, and they even 
chased one woman trying to call the 
police - who eventually turned up 
around 20 minutes after being con¬ 
tacted! 

Present at Marks and Spencers on the 
11th was the Likud organiser for Man¬ 
chester, who was standing by the doors 
observing the picket line. He may have 
approached the store’s security staff, 
who complained about the sticking up 
of material carrying anti-wall slogans, etc. 

Our stall was approached by many 
people who took literature and spoke to 
members of the campaign. A few Jew¬ 
ish young people, who explained to 
picketers, that they attended a Jewish 
high school in Manchester, enquired 
why Palestine had taken Israel’s land. 

Whilst no trouble occurred on the 
11th, a Jewish newspaper has stated that 
a “counter-picket” has been called by a 
Manchester-based pro-Zionist organi¬ 
sation for Saturday July 17. 

Hussein Al-alak, 

Iraq Solidarity Campaign (UK) 

No wall 

Now that Israel’s separation barrier has 
been declared contrary to international 
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ACTION 


law by the International Court of Justice, 
the EU must act. The United Nation’s 
own court has declared that the UN gen¬ 
eral assembly and security council 
should take note of the opinion in deter¬ 
mining how to bring to an end this ille¬ 
gal situation. 

We demand that our governments - 
individually and collectively as the EU - 
comply with their obligations under in¬ 
ternational law. They must support UN 
resolutions demanding compliance with 
the advisory opinion. The wall is the 
frontline of an invasion and a military 
occupation that is now 37 years old. 

It is many years since UN security 
council resolution 242 - calling on Israel 
to withdraw from the ten'itory conquered 
in the 1967 war - was passed and many 
years since semantic games were first 
used to defy the explicit will of the UN. 
Legalistic games were played with the 
right of the International Court of Jus¬ 
tice to offer an opinion on this matter. In 
the meantime many Israelis and yet more 
Palestinians have died, while others con¬ 
tinue to live in fear. 

It is time to end games of interna¬ 
tional diplomacy. It is time to recognise 
that a court of justice is precisely the 
right place to discuss something de¬ 
scribed as “illegal” by - among others 
- Jack Straw, the UK’s foreign minister, 
and the international committee of the 
Red Cross. Military ‘solutions’ such 
as the barrier being built by Israel en¬ 
gender fear: they do not overcome it. 
European Jews for a Just Peace 
London 

Aslef debacle 

Aslef’s current problems are a product 
of its elitism and laddish culture histori¬ 
cally, problems made substantially worse 
by the misleadership of Dereck Fullick 
and Lew Adams in the 80s and 90s. It 
was perhaps too much to expect one 
man, Mick Rix, to go in and sort it all out. 

There is an analogy with the Labour 
Party. Kinnock and Hattersley attacked 
their own left wing in the 80s, seeking 
electoral popularity, and in so doing 
paved the way for an even more right- 
wing leadership in the form of John Smith 
and eventually Tony Blair and New La¬ 
bour. 

There is a need for one rail organisa¬ 
tion to represent all railworkers. This was 
graphically illustrated in the bosses’ use 
of Aslef during the signalling and train 
crew strikes in the 90s. It would also do 
a lot to undermine an internal culture that 
contributes to all railworkers not being 
effectively represented. However, this is 
not the panacea that some in the RMT 
make out. 

There are two problems with just say¬ 
ing this. Firstly, there would still be a need 
for a network of activists at a rank and 
file level who could organise action 
when the leadership of the merged un¬ 
ions accepted poor deals or refused to 
fight. Secondly, is Aslef in any fit state 
to merge with? In the short term the 
members of Aslef have to fight to ob¬ 
tain effective representation and ac¬ 
countability within their own 
organisation and that means insisting on 
an annual conference. Part of the solu¬ 
tion lies in electing principled people as 
officers and EC members, and not career¬ 
ists desperate to stay away from train 
driving. But it also means electing peo¬ 
ple who have the courage and rational¬ 
ity to campaign for a merger with the 
other rail unions in the interests of Aslef 
members as well as other railworkers. 

The association’s slogan is ‘Unity is 
strength’. It is about time they practised 
it. 

Pete Burton 

Edinburgh 

SPGB 

Phil Hamilton thinks the Socialist Party 
of Great Britain is not part of the class 
struggle of the working class, and indeed 
abstains from it (‘100 years of solitude’, 
June 17). How then can he agree with the 
Marxian view that “struggles between 
the interests of the existing social 


classes and fractions of classes [are] 
caused by economic development, and 
... that the particular political parties are 
the more or less adequate political ex¬ 
pression of these same classes and frac¬ 
tions of classes” (Engels)? 

As Mr Hamilton argues that the SPGB 
abstains from the class struggle, I would 
be interested in knowing what material 
position he would contend members of 
the SPGB are in. For, if you are a worker, 
then you cannot abstain from the class 
struggle. If you are a capitalist, you can¬ 
not abstain from the class struggle.. In 
fact, there can be no such thing as ab¬ 
staining from the class struggle. So, we 
can see that our opponent is returning 
to this ahistorical bourgeois liberal con¬ 
ception of society as being composed 
of atomised individuals. 

I would also like to comment on his 
view that we should support the Pales¬ 
tinians, as they are being terrorised by 
the Zionists. This is the most utopian 
nonsense I have ever heard. Scientific 
analysis cannot rest upon sentimental, 
moralist nonsense. All questions can 
only be considered in tenns of economic 
classes and material relationships. How 
can you possibly say it would be pro¬ 
gressive for the Palestinians to win a war 
against the Israelis? By this of course, I 
mean historically progressive, not pro¬ 
gressive according to Mr Hamilton’s 
moral structures. 

Although some - and I emphasise the 
word ‘some’ - criticism can be given to 
the SPGB for not relating socialism to the 
present, I would commend the SPGB for 
at least spelling out in clear terms, like 
Marx did, what socialism actually is. This 
is something Mr Hamilton fails to do. This 
is indeed something which the CPGB 
and all its friends on the capitalist left 
have never done. 

R Cumming 
Democratic Revolution 

Michael Moore 

Your article on Michael Moore’s website 


See us 


O K, you got us: after my remark last 
week that there was no need “to 
press the panic button just yet”, mem¬ 
bers, supporters and friends of the 
CPGB obviously decided to tease me. 
Just over £1,751 came in during the 
week, bringing our total to just £13,895. 
We now have just under two weeks to 
raise £16,000. This is a huge task - but 
not impossible. 

I expect that a number of CPGB mem¬ 
bers and supporters will pay for their 
stay at this year’s Communist Univer¬ 
sity within the next few days - this can 
be added to your individual SO total. 



was very good (‘Radical populist’, July 8). 

Moore, too, has a pretty good record 
(for a liberal) on communists, having fea¬ 
tured some geriatrics from the Commu¬ 
nist Party of the USA on his TV Nation 
back in the 90s. He has also had posi¬ 
tive things to say about communism’s 
achievements. So far as I know, he has 
never red-baited anyone on the left - a 
remarkable achievement here in 
America. 

Louis Godena 
email 

Draft programme 

Further to comrade Russ Early’s letter 
(July 8), the draft programme of the 
CPGB states in part that: “ ... the social¬ 
ist revolution must triumph more or less 
simultaneously in most of the advanced 
countries if it is nor to suffer deforma¬ 
tion and counterrevolution in one form 
or another.” 

I believe that to be correct. In fact, it 
does much to explain both the degen¬ 
eration and the ultimate demise of the 
Soviet Union, the latter of which Russ 
attributes to the demolishing of the Ber¬ 
lin Wall, when in fact it was the result, 
rather than the cause, of the collapse of 
the USSR. 

The Stalinist ideology that advances 
the prospect of building socialism in one 
country is both reactionary and utopian, 
and served to limit the extension of the 
gains of October in the interests of a self- 
serving bureaucracy that flourished in 
the USSR. They feared losing theft po¬ 
litical power at home to workers’ democ¬ 
racy abroad. 

The book The revolution betrayed 
is both a scathing condemnation of 
Stalinism and its theory of ‘socialism in 
one country’ and an explanation of 
what went wrong with the Soviet Un¬ 
ion. 

Communists seek to mobilise the 
working class by intersecting the class 
struggle and advancing their revolu¬ 
tionary programme. You cannot manu- 


home 


The CU can be seen as the highlight of 
our annual political calendar. For seven 
days, comrades debate with a range of 
outside speaker on a number of questions. 
As opposed to some other political sum¬ 
mer schools, we do not shy away from 
discussing openly our differences. We are 
convinced that political clarity is best 
achieved by learning from each other 
through open debate - although this is not 
always appreciated by all on the left. 

At the SWP’s Marxism event, which 
has just finished, debate was unfortu¬ 
nately not one of the main features. With 
meetings lasting just 75 minutes, contri¬ 
butions from the floor were restricted 
usually to three but sometimes two min¬ 
utes. This is no way to conduct a proper 
discussion. We make a point of allow¬ 
ing political opponents to speak freely, 
be it from the top table or in contributions 
from the floor - even if they end up talk¬ 
ing for longer than our own members. 

But the CU provides not only the cut 
and thrust of debate: the excellent venue 
(Raymont Hall, part of Goldsmith’s Col¬ 
lege) allows us to continue our discus¬ 
sions in a lovely garden area, where last 
year comrades spent many hours relax¬ 
ing in the sun. Send a cheque or postal 
order for £20 to reserve your place at this 
year’s CU - but huny, so we can include 
it in the Summer Offensive. 

This year’s SO will mainly help us to 
upgrade our computer and printing 
equipment - long overdue, believe me. 
Comrades will be aware that the printing 
business in general is in dire straits - the 
demise of the SWP’s printshop proves 
the point. We are still hanging on to our 


facture class struggle: you can only 
intersect it and direct it. Countries rep¬ 
resent the international division of la¬ 
bour, and no system that ignores the 
interdependency of the resources, both 
human and material, of all countries, can 
long endure. 

You can learn a lot from the class en¬ 
emy. The capitalists are well aware that 
the system that serves their interests 
cannot possibly survive in isolation, 
and the working class had best under¬ 
stand that this law applies to socialism 
as well. There can be no strategic 
‘peaceful coexistence’ because the two 
systems are contradictory. One must 
gobble up the other, for both systems 
require the same human and material 
resources. 

Michael Little 
Seattle 

Laughable 

The section of your draft programme deal¬ 
ing with ‘Our epoch’ is a laughable mix¬ 
ture of the blindingly obvious and the 
hopelessly idealistic. How is the working 
man meant to decipher all this? Commu¬ 
nism must directly relate to the proletari¬ 
at’s everyday complaints. If socialism is 
ever to be achieved, it needs to be practi¬ 
cal and relate to the here and now. 

Peter Riordan 
email 

Inspirational 

I have just read through the ‘Immediate 
demands’ section of your draft pro¬ 
gramme and what really reaches out to 
me is the detennination of equality and 
overall a better place communists are try¬ 
ing to create. Very inspirational and to¬ 
tally acceptable! 

I am in support of the Communist Party 
and look forward to tire day when capi¬ 
talism, nationalism and other problems 
are finally overcome! 

Sarah Wood 

email 


printing press, because political inde¬ 
pendence is extremely important for 
communists - especially if they happen 
to publish a controversial paper like the 
Weekly Worker ! 

Many readers will disagree with this or 
that particular political point. But that 
should not be a reason to stop you help¬ 
ing secure the paper’s growth and con¬ 
tinued survival. Who else reports so 
openly about the developments in the 
European Social Forum? Who else 
polemicises so effectively against the un¬ 
principled behaviour of the Socialist Work¬ 
ers Party, not least in relation to Respect? 
You do not have to agree with us on every 


London Communist 
Forum 

Sunday July 18, 5pm - ‘The end of the 
1st International’, using August 
Nimtz’s Marx and Engels - their con¬ 
tribution to the democratic break¬ 
through as a study guide. 

Diorama Arts Centre, 34 Osnaburgh 
Street, London NW1 (nearest tubes: 
Regents Park, Great Portland Street). 

Nationalise the 
railway 

Rally and lobby of parliament, Tuesday 
July 20 

11.30am: Assemble opposite main en¬ 
trance, House of Commons. 

12.30pm: Lobby your MP. 

2pm: Rally, committee room 14. Speak¬ 
ers: Bob Crow, RMT: Gerry Doherty, 
TSSA; Graham Moms, Aslef; Brendan 
Barber, TUC; Gwyneth Dunwoody 
MP; Alan Simpson MP. Chair: John 
McDonnell MP. Jointly Organised by 
rail unions Aslef, RMT and TSSA and 
supported by Labour Representation 
Committee. 

No one is illegal 

Open discussion on the way forward 
in the fight for open borders: Saturday 
July 24,1pm, Cross Street Chapel, Man¬ 
chester (opposite St Anne’s Square/St 
Anne Street). Disability access, light re¬ 
freshments available. 01865 726804; 
noii2004@aol.com; www.noii.org.uk 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary Demo¬ 
cratic Group, email rdgroup@yahoo.com 

CPGB wills 

Remember the CPGB and keep the strug¬ 
gle going. Put our Party’s name and ad¬ 
dress, together with the amount you wish 
to leave, in your will. If you need further 
help, do not hesitate to contact us. 


dot and comma to appreciate our open 
press and the impact we are making. 

Particular thanks this week to DO 
and KG for a marvellous £100 each; 
to BP for his £250 and MM for a third 
bite of the cherry with £60. RP and SF 
used the PayPal facility on our web¬ 
site to donate £20 each. They were two 
out of 7,507 who read us online last 
week - if just 200 from amongst the 
others gave us £50, we would com¬ 
fortably reach our £30,000 target. So, 
to see us home, don’t put off making 
a donation - do it now! Finish reading 
the Weekly Worker later .. .• 

Ian Mahoney 


communist 

university 

a week of controversy & debate for the thinking left ^ 

Speakers and topics at this year’s event include: 

Hillel Ticktin (editor Critique) - Lenin: What is to be done? Gerry Byrne 
(Alliance for Workers’ Liberty) - Bolshevism and Islam Graham Bash 
(Labour Left Briefing) - Prospects for the Labour Left Dave Douglass 
(NUM branch secretary) - The miners’ Great Strike Tina Becker (CPGB) 
-The London ESF: prospects and problems Sandy McBurney (Scottish 
Socialist Party) - The national question Mejdi Kia (Organisation of 
Revolutionary Workers of Iran) - Global health and global capitalism 
Mark Fischer (CPGB) - Lenin: Leftwing Communism Worker-communist 
Party of Iraq - Troops out now? Mike Macnair (CPGB) - Lenin: State and 
revolution ... and many more 


August 14-212004 

Goldsmith College, Raymont Hall, 63 Wickham Road, 
New Cross, London SE4 (10 minutes walk from NC tube) 
full week, incl. accommodation -£130 (£80 unwaged); 
first weekend, incl. accommodation - £30 (£20); 
day - £10 (£5); session - £5 (£3). 


To reserve your place send £20 (cheque or postal order). 
Alternatively, you can pay via PayPal on our website. 

CPGB, BCM Box 928, London WC1N 3XX, office@cpgb.org.uk 


Summer Offensive 
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European Social 
Forum 

www.fse-esf.oig/en 

Down the 
plughole? 

U nless you are a member of the increasingly embourgeoisified Socialist 
Action, £40,000 is a lot of money. Incredibly this sum is rumoured to 
have been allotted to the development of the European Social Forum’s 
website, so is this the case of money well spent or an exercise in how to throw 
cash down the drain? 

If true, he reason for such a huge expenditure is not immediately apparent 
- though it has to be said that no official budget has so far been seen by any 
ESF activist, so for all we know, the site might have cost even more. Other 
than the slightly skew-whiff ESF logo, it appears as a dull, text-based effort 
(hardly indicative of the rainbow coalition of social movements from which 
the ESF is supposedly constituted). This is the theme which the ‘About the 
ESF’ statement begins with, before launching into a list of topics around which 
forum activities will be organised. This is followed by a number of introduc¬ 
tory links. 

The first is the pretty unobjectionable ESF info pack, which points appli¬ 
cants for seminars and the Babel translation service in the right direction. As 
ever, it is what is not said that is most revealing. The UK organising committee 
statement is the same old vacuous nod to “trade unions, social movements, 
organisations, networks, and local social forums” that we have come to ex¬ 
pect from ESF documents over the last few years. However, regular readers of 
the Weekly Worker will note that the actual organising of the ESF is being 
arranged by the Greater London Authority (local government) and the So¬ 
cialist Workers Party - bodies far removed from “movements” and “networks”. 
So why not be open about who is setting the ESF up? 

Comrades seeking answers will find them in point nine of the ‘Charter of 
principles’ of the World Social Forum, of which the ESF is part. This now in¬ 
famous document states that “neither party representations nor military or¬ 
ganisations shall participate in the forum”. It goes on to add that “government 
leaders and members of legislatures ... may be invited to participate in a per¬ 
sonal capacity”. So that explains why the SWP and Socialist Action are happy 
to hide behind numerous front groups, without caring about how absurd these 
antics actually are. Also, I assume the statement’s fridge around the question 
of governmental participation in social forum processes is recognition that 
the “movements of civil society” will not always be capable of organising an 
ESF without the involvement of some levels of the state. While this is the case 
where October’s meeting is concerned, do not expect any acknowledgement 
of it. 

The rest of the statement of principles is clearly informed by ideas current 
on the postmodern academic left, and consequently is of limited use to even 
the most reform-minded single-issue activist. While the existence of the WSF 
(and therefore the ESF) as “an open meeting place for reflective thinking, 
democratic debate of ideas, formulation of proposals, free exchange of expe¬ 
riences and interlinking for effective action” is to be welcomed, the WSF 
hobbles itself by refusing to become “a locus of power to be disputed by the 
participants in its meetings”. Is the WSF scared of its own shadow? One has 
to wonder what authority the organising committee and international council 
have to tightly circumscribe the development of the WSF movement, given 
that their statement rules out the possibility of anyone doing anything. It is 
high time this document was filed away in favour of something more pro¬ 
active. 

The other section of the site of political interest has to be ‘Minutes of meet¬ 
ings’. These are grouped under ‘Organising committee’, ‘NGO’, ‘European 
assembly’, ‘Coordinating committee’ and ‘Programme sub-committee’ head¬ 
ings. The most recent addition is from June 24, and whitewash seems the 
most appropriate description. These minutes are strictly business, noting the 
odd concern here and there: structures for meetings and the like. The only 
clue that not all is rosy in the coordinating committee garden is that appar¬ 
ently some unspecified participants engaged in “aggressive and abusive 
heckling” at the recent Berlin meeting. Perhaps the minute compiler should 
look again at the WSF charter and ask themselves whether the efforts of the 
UK organisers really facilitate “reflective thinking” and "democratic debate”. 

Overall this site is far from impressive, given the resources available. In fact, 
its very basic design and lack of interesting features begs the question: where 
has the money gone? Yes, there are hidden costs: 1 would imagine any web 
design team worth its salt would have purchased enough bandwidth so the 
site does not crash when it gets busy. But all the translations, for example, will 
be done for free by volunteers. This layout would not amount to £2,000, let 
alone the rumoured £40,000. Someone has got some serious explaining to do • 



Livingstone pulls 
the strings 

London’s mayor has personally invited 
sheikh Yusuf al-Qaradawi to speak at 
the European Social Forum, reports 
Tina Becker, and he continues to 
make other demands 



A s October 14 and the ESF draws 
closer, it becomes more and more 
obvious that Ken Livingstone is 
pulling the strings. At this week’s As¬ 
sembly for the protection of hijab’ he 
used the opportunity to “personally in¬ 
vite” sheikh Yusuf al-Qaradawi to “speak 
at the European Social Forum”. Presum¬ 
ably Livingstone believes that, having 
donated £250,000 of taxpayers’ money 
to the ESF, he himself now has the right 
to decide who can, and who cannot, 
speak. 

Having no working class or socialist 
programme - not even the semblance 
of one - ‘Red Ken’ makes great play of 
his commitment to multiculturalism, 
feminism, anti-fascism, the environ¬ 
ment, etc. He personally opened the pro- 
hijab assembly, organised by the 
Muslim Association of Britain, which 
took place on Monday July 12 in City 
Hall, the headquarters of the Greater 
London Authority. Undoubtedly his 
invitation to al-Qaradawi, the keynote 
speaker, is another example of populism 
and pandering to muslim clerics (after 
his disgraceful call on RMT workers on 
the London underground to cross the 
picket line on June 30, some might say 
a bit of pandering to the left might be in 
order). 

Of course, Livingstone has no right 
to invite al-Qaradawi or anybody else 
to the ESF. It is up to all the account¬ 
able groups involved in the event to 
decide which speakers we want to hear 
- and that after discussion in Britain and 
Europe, through the ESF programme 
group. 

Al-Qaradawi might be a crowd puller. 
His visit to Britain has been accompa¬ 
nied by hysterical press coverage. The 
Sun and the Daily Mail in particular went 
into overdrive, calling him the “sheikh 
of hate” and an “islamic nutter”, and de¬ 
manding that Livingstone cancel the 
hijab assembly altogether. A totally dif¬ 
ferent view was given by the mayor him¬ 
self, who referred to him as a “moderate" 
quoted out of context. Livingstone has 
claimed his positions had been misrep¬ 
resented and that he had never called for 
homosexuals to be stoned. 

Al-Qaradawi himself, however, has 
not disputed that he has described ho¬ 
mosexuality as “a disease that needs a 
cure”, that this “cure” could be death; 
nor that it would be acceptable in some 
circumstances for a man to beat his wife. 
According to BBC Monitoring, al- 
Qaradawi said last year: “Oh god, de¬ 
stroy the usurper Jews, the vile 
crusaders and infidels.” He said the kill¬ 
ing of the American telecom engineer, 
Nick Berg, by islamic militants in Iraq, had 
to be seen “in the right context”. He has, 
however, condemned decapitations, the 
twin towers attacks and suicide bomb¬ 
ings outside Israel (all quotes from The 
Times July 7). 

No doubt, as a leading member of the 
Muslim Brotherhood, al-Qaradawi’s 
positions are hardly compatible with 
those of democratic and secular social¬ 
ists. However, that does not mean that 
the left should demand a ban on al- 
Qaradawi entering Britain, as gay rights 
campaigner Peter Tatchell has done. 
Neither should we necessarily declare 


that he should not speak at the ESF. 

There must, however, be strict condi¬ 
tions. If the democratically accountable 
bodies of the ESF decide al-Qaradawi 
should speak, he must not be allowed 
to go unchallenged - what about Peter 
Tatchell debating with him? Would al- 
Qaradawi find that acceptable? 

In general we are against no platform¬ 
ing reactionaries, including muslim fun¬ 
damentalists and even fascists. The only 
way to completely overcome backward 
ideas is, of course, to change the social 
conditions which produce them. Mean¬ 
while, in furthering that objective, we 
should champion open debate and ra¬ 
tional discussion 

The government’s plans to introduce 
a law to “ban incitement to religious ha¬ 
tred” must also be strongly opposed in 
this context. Home secretary David Blun- 
kett announced on July 7 that this pro¬ 
posed law would “defend every faith” 
and make the “vilification of islam” a 
crime - unlike sikhs and jews, muslims are 
not covered by existing ‘race hate’ leg¬ 
islation. The Christian faith is already 
protected by the absurd blasphemy 
laws, which prohibits giving offence to 
those who practise it. Predictably, it is 
argued that the christian-only blas¬ 
phemy laws are inappropriate for a 
multicultural society, where all religions 
should have equal status and the right 
to be respected. 

There are two main reasons why so¬ 
cialists should oppose such laws. Firstly, 
they represent an attack on free speech 
- giving the authorities the right to de¬ 
cide what can and cannot be said - and 
cedes them powers that, in all likelihood, 
will eventually be used against progres¬ 
sives and working class militants. 

Secondly, individuals ought to have 
the right to embrace or reject religion, 
which must therefore be open to scru¬ 
tiny, criticism and even condemnation. 
That does not, of course, mean that dis¬ 
crimination against muslims or buddhists 
because of their religious views is ac¬ 
ceptable - just that those views ought 
to be contested. 

In discussing these questions, we 
might find that al-Qaradawi has a useful 
contribution to make at the ESF - in any 
case that is not up to Livingstone. 

Small, but beautiful? 

At the July 7 coordinating committee 
meeting, many ESF activists were 
stunned to hear that there will only be 
space for 152 plenary meetings and semi¬ 
nars at the ESF in October - less than half 
the number held at last year’s event. The 
GLA’s representative at the meeting 
claimed that this was because “all the 
commercial providers of translation 
equipment across Europe” put together 
could not manage to equip more than 20 
rooms at the same tune. 

This cannot be true: representatives 
from Babels (the volunteer organisation 
that will oversee translations at the ESF) 
were told at a separate meeting that hir¬ 
ing equipment from outside the UK was 
too expensive - there were certain 
“budget restraints” to be considered. Of 
course, the coordinating committee has 
yet to be presented with a budget. Those 
not involved in the ‘inner circle’ (around 


the Socialist Workers Party and Living¬ 
stone’s well paid GLA officials from So¬ 
cialist Action) are simply infonned about 
certain decisions long after they have 
been made. 

For example, we were told last week 
that an “events management company 
will be employed” to oversee the event. 
It looks as if a job tender has already been 
sent around various companies - with¬ 
out any prior discussion of the need for 
such a company at any ESF committee. 
Also, there are apparently plans for a 
“massive concert” on the last day of the 
ESF and, again, nobody quite knows 
who is organising this and who the per¬ 
formers will be - Livingstone maybe? 

Tire GLA’s £250,000 donation is turn¬ 
ing out to be something of a poisoned 
chalice: as there is still hardly any other 
money available, Livingstone can exer¬ 
cise almost total control over tire event - 
via his loyal and uncritical minions in 
Socialist Action. The GLA’s donation will 
be spent on what he chooses - not what 
those actually involved in setting up the 
ESF have in mind. 

In the process, the whole character of 
the event has changed dramatically in 
the last few months. Undoubtedly, it will 
go ahead. But hardly as the inspiring and 
liberating left festival we have seen in the 
last two years. Critical forces have been 
sidelined and excluded, decisions are 
made by a few selected Livingstone loy¬ 
alists and unfortunately some groups 
have decided to withdraw altogether. 
The question of facilitating European¬ 
wide networks has been totally sidelined 
and the whole event is taking on the 
shape of a bureaucratic Livingstone- 
style rally with its own somewhat 
strange agenda. 

Like our French and Italian comrades, 
we must insist on the ESF’s political in¬ 
dependence. If that means we have to 
forego the GLA’s donation, then so be 
it. The ESF is after all not just a single 
event, but a long-term project to bring 
together progressive and left forces 
across Britain and Europe on a higher 
political level. Livingstone has made it 
very clear that he is not interested in any 
such thing • 


ESF diary 

European Social Forum : October 
14-17, London (Alexandra Palace and 
Bloomsbury) 

Every Thursday, 10am - coordinating 
committee, City Hall, Greater London 
Authority. 

Thursday July 29,6pm - programme 
group, council room, University Col¬ 
lege London, Gower Street, WC1. 
Saturday July 31 - organising com¬ 
mittee; details to be confirmed. 
Saturday September 3-5 - European 
assembly, Brussels; details to be con- 
finned. 

Contact'. ESF, c/o TWGU, 218 Green 
Lanes, London N4 2HB 
Tel: 020 8809 5347, 
ukesfoffice@gn.apc.org, 
www.fse-esf.org 
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Reclaiming Labour 
dominates debate 



Dave Prentis: choice words for government 


T housands braved the on-off rain 
to participate in the 120th annual 
Durham miners’ gala on Saturday 
July 10. Although it is 11 years since the 
last pit in the north east closed and the 
festival is not as large-scale an event as 
was once the case, many fonner miners 
have made a determined effort to keep 
the tradition alive, and this year - the 20th 
anniversary of the 1984 strike - saw six 
new banners representing former colliery 
communities joining the annual parade. 

Respect and most of the key groups 
on the revolutionary left were present 
selling papers and running stalls, along¬ 
side the usual summer festival attractions 
of new age paraphernalia, hot dogs and 
ice cream. 

Following music from one-time radi¬ 
cal Billy Bragg, a South African choir 
and the traditional rendition of ‘Abide 
with me’ by a local brass band, Durham 
miners’ president David Guy introduced 
the dignitaries on the platform. Many fa¬ 
miliar faces from Labour’s past were 
present, including Tony Benn, Arthur 
Scargill, Ron Todd and Rodney 
Bickerstaff, though none of these were 
on the speakers list. 

There was noticeable discomfort 
among the crowd when Guy concluded 
his pep talk by looking forward to a third 
tenn for the Labour government - only a 
few people clapped at the prospect. This 
sense of unease, accompanied by the 
ominous sound of a brewing thunder¬ 
storm that never quite arrived, was soon 
reflected in the contributions from un¬ 
ion leaders and politician speakers, 
which were dominated by the debate 
about whether the movement can ‘re¬ 
claim’ the Labour Party and whether 
unions should continue to support it fi¬ 
nancially. 

The first guest speaker was Steve 
Kemp, general secretary of the National 
Union of Mineworkers, whose total 
membership is now only 3,000 workers 
based in 11 pits. After a dignified descrip¬ 
tion of the miners’ dispute as the “most 
honourable strike in labour movement 
history”, he got some easy applause by 
saying that there would be the “biggest 
celebration we’ve ever had” when Mar¬ 
garet Thatcher “leaves the scene”. 
Kemp expressed his support for the link 
with Labour and warned trade unionists 
against switching their allegiance to 


“fringe parties”. However, he said that 
he wanted “nothing to do with New 
Labour” and felt that the unions’ finan¬ 
cial support could not continue solely 
on the basis of historic loyalty. The par¬ 
ty’s policies, he argued, should reflect 
union wishes and he called for a “radi¬ 
cal third term”. 

RMT general secretary Bob Crow said 
that it was not enough for Tony Blair to 
resign - the entire cabinet had to go. 
Referring to his union’s recent expulsion, 
he denied that tire RMT had left the La¬ 
bour Party: rather the party had walked 
away from the movement that started it. 
Condemning the government’s privati¬ 
sation of the London Underground and 
the free market chaos of the current en¬ 
ergy industry, he argued that there was 
no longer any difference between blue 
rosettes and red ones - not when they 
were worn by New Labour politicians 
anyway. Nothing less than a “total trans- 
fonnation of society” was required, “just 
like the Tories did for their class.” 

Next up was Vera Baird, Labour MP 
for Redcar. She recalled her involvement 
in the pit strike as a young barrister de¬ 
fending miners against trumped-up 
charges and false testimony from the 
police in the magistrates’ courts. She 
saw parallels between the treatment of 
picketing miners at that time and the 
systematic torture of prisoners taking 
place in Iraq today. Her experiences in 
1984 had shown her the importance of 
collective action by workers and demon¬ 
strated that “civil liberties must always 
be defended against the ever encroach¬ 
ing power of tire state”. Despite her dis¬ 
quiet over some government policies 
and the Iraqi occupation, Baird argued 
that the union movement’s priority 
should be to ensure that the Conserva¬ 
tive Party does not get back into power 
again at the next election and the Labour 
Party offered the only way to prevent 
that from happening. 

TGWU leader Tony Woodley con¬ 
ceded that the trade union movement 
had retreated in recent years, spending 
“too much time listening to bosses and 
not enough fighting back on behalf of 
working people”. The unions needed to 
push for the adoption of a “progressive 
programme” by the Labour Party. He 
expressed outrage at New Labour’s fail¬ 
ure to protect workers’ pensions and his 


disgust at the sight of Tony Blair and 
Jack Straw promising the Confederation 
of British Industry that the UK’s restric¬ 
tive anti-union laws would be kept in 
place. “This government,” he declared, 
“isn’t good enough for workers.” How¬ 
ever, the unions did not need to reclaim 
the party because it already belonged to 
them. Labour’s leaders needed to be 
changed, but disappointment in the cur¬ 
rent leadership must not be allowed to 
bring about the disaster of Tory rule and 
the danger of letting in extremist groups 
like the British National Party. 

Dave Prentis, general secretary of 
Unison, also highlighted the growing 
pensions crisis and noted the irony of 
company directors and MPs simultane¬ 
ously awarding themselves with more 
generous retirement schemes whilst cut¬ 
ting workers’ pensions. He criticised 
New Labour’s obsession with the 
‘choice agenda’, which he argued really 
meant hospitals choosing patients, 
schools choosing pupils, etc, rather 
than the other way round. Current poli¬ 
cies on health, education and pensions 
offered no genuine choice for the poor¬ 
est in society and Unison was resolutely 
opposed to the government’s advocacy 
of “choice based on rightwing princi¬ 
ples”. Prentis’s “choice words for the 
government” were “peace, not war” and 
“public, not private”. Unison would not 
walk away from Labour, however, and 
the unions working together offered the 
best hope of “winning back the party”. 

Showpiece speeches might have 
been expected at a gala celebrating the 
20th anniversary of the great pit strike, 
but the disaffection of many rank and file 
union members with New Labour en¬ 
sured that the future of the movement’s 
relationship with the party could not be 
ignored and the speakers had to address 
those concerns. Although a majority of 
the Saturday’s speakers argued against 
disaffiliation, virtually none had a good 
word to say about the party leadership 
that their members’ political subs help 
to finance, and there was a clear sense 
that those still hoping to reclaim Labour 
feel increasingly besieged by those who 
have lost faith in that strategy. 

It will be fascinating to see how solid 
their defence of this approach is at next 
year’s gala • 

Steve Cooke 


Communist 
Party books 


A PLAN FOR | WHICH ROAD? 

MINERS I 



Problems 

Of communist organisation 


Jack Conrad 


■Which road? 

The programmes of ‘official communism’ were designed to serve those in the 
workers’ movement who had no interest in revolution, those who preferred 
compromise with capitalism rather than its destruction. 

Jack Conrad also deals with the reformist programme of Peter Taaffe’s group 
and lays the groundwork necessary for drafting a revolutionary programme. 

£6.95/€ll 

■ From October to August 

Articles by Jack Conrad, charting the rise and demise of the USSR from Stalin’s 
monocratic dictatorship to the twists and turns of Gorbachev’s perestroika and 
Yeltsin’s counter-coup. Throughout there is a stress on the necessity of de¬ 
mocracy. 

£6.95/€ll 

■ In the enemy camp 

Examines the theory and practice of communist electoral work. Particular at¬ 
tention is paid to the Bolsheviks’ anti-boycottism and their strategy for revo¬ 
lution. Vital for Socialist Alliance activists. 

£4.95/€7.75 

■ Problems of communist organisation 

What is the correct balance between democracy and centralism? Jack Conrad 
explores this thorny issue in his historically significant argument against a dis¬ 
gruntled minority who deserted the CPGB in 1992. 

£4.95/€7.75 

■ A plan for miners 

The Communist Party’s ‘anti-submission’ to the Tory government’s 1992 coal 
review. The case is made for working class self-activity and socialism. Arthur 
Scargill famously disowned it. 

£1.00/€1.50 

■ Towards a Socialist Alliance party 

Jack Conrad’s book argues for the Socialist Alliance to move to a higher or¬ 
ganisational and political stage. Drawing on an extensive study of history, this 
work presents the ways and means of arriving at that end. 

£7.00/€ll 


Buy all 6 books for £23/€36 and save £8.80/€l4 
Delivery free within the United Kingdom 
Please send me a copy of: 


Which road? □ 

From October to August □ 

In the enemy camp □ 

Problems of communist organisation □ 
A plan for miners □ 

Towards a Socialist Alliance party □ 


I enclose a cheque, payable to CPGB, for £/€. 

Name_ 

Address_ 


Email_ 

Please return to CPGB address 
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MARXISM 2004 



SWP in trouble 


It is unlikely that the SWP’s central committee will be very happy with Marxism 2004. 
Registrations and overall attendance was down significantly - by about 50% - to around 
2,500. Our team reports on some of the key sessions 


W hile numbers were down, the 
composition was much like 
other years in terms of age 
profile, ethnic make-up, etc. Despite Re¬ 
spect’s modest success in gaining votes 
from some islamic communities, this did 
not translate into particularly noticeable 
attendance by muslims. 

As I write, the results of the July 15 
by-elections are not known, so there is 
a slim possibility that the final rally on 
Friday may receive a much-needed moral 
boost from a good showing (over the 
course of the week hundreds of SWP 


comrades were bussed up to Leicester 
and Birmingham to staff Respect’s by- 
election campaigns). 

However, apart from a few ritualistic 
ovations at the opening rally and some 
of the larger meetings, Marxism 2004 has 
been a pretty downbeat affair. Mercifully 
there was an absence of the violent con¬ 
frontation which marred Marxism 2003, 
when two CPGB comrades were subject 
to physical assault by a group of mid¬ 
dle-ranking cadre - supposedly outraged 
by our leaflet protesting against the will¬ 
ingness of Lindsey German to sacrifice 


‘shibboleths’ for the sake of electoral ad¬ 
vantage. 

Of course, many SWP comrades still 
feel the need to signal their loyalty to ‘the 
party’ by slavishly refusing to read other 
groups’ literature. But at least they did 
not try to physically prevent us from 
selling or distributing material this year. 
Even the normally indefatigably sectar¬ 
ian Michael Bradley - a comrade impli¬ 
cated in last year’s assault - could only 
manage a few limp insults. 

Quite clearly the SWP is in deep trou¬ 
ble. After a year of hard slog and sacri¬ 


fice by the rank and file, the leadership’s 
promised breakthrough into the big time 
simply did not materialise. No London 
assembly members and no MEPs. 

Despite the successes of the CPGB’s 
fringe meetings, despite the fact we sold 
out of the Weekly Worker, there is still no 
sign of much questioning from below in 
the ranks of the SWP. Superficially then 
this year’s Marxism felt very much like 
the others over the last 10 years or so. 
Nevertheless beneath the surface things 
are changing ... and changing fast • 
Ian Mahoney 


Right, right, right 


T he opening rally - as usual in Lon¬ 
don’s Friends Meeting House - 
was packed out, with latecomers 
having difficulty squeezing in. So, given 
the capacity of the venue, around 1,200 
comrades must have attended. 

The chair, Megan Trudell, told us that 
we had a “really, really exciting” selec¬ 
tion of speakers. Certainly, Giuliano 
Giuliani spoke movingly of what he has 
learned from his murdered son, Carlo. 
Luciana Genro - a deputy in the Brazil¬ 
ian parliament recently expelled from 
Lula’s Workers Party (PT) for opposing 
neoliberal attacks on the working class 
and poor - was inspiring and, in many 
ways, the most politically coherent of the 
lot. “We are very proud of being expelled 
from PT,” she said to prolonged ap¬ 
plause. 

On the other hand, Walden Bello was 
a chore to listen to, especially as his speech 
was peppered with some overblown par¬ 


allels between Iraq and Vietnam. 

George Galloway was, as ever, full of 
fire and eloquence. He told us that the 
Respect campaign in Leicester in par¬ 
ticular is “knocking hell out of the estab¬ 
lishment parties”, although he seemed 
to play down expectations of a break¬ 
through: “I don’t know what the final 
result in Leicester or Birmingham will 
be,” he admitted. “But I can safely pre¬ 
dict that our vote will be decisive in de¬ 
termining the outcome. Nobody will be 
able to ignore either our voters or us.” 

The comrade also spoke of the need 
to engage with the “majority in both con¬ 
stituencies ... the white working class 
that has been systematically betrayed” 
- a theme that was picked up on by a 
number of leading SWPers during the 
week in a clear attempt to correct the 
impression that Respect is a muslim-cen- 
tred organisation. 

The first half of Lindsey German’s 


contribution was the standard anti-Iraq 
war/occupation speech she must have 
delivered hundreds of times. However, 
she did make a particularly telling point. 
She just missed being elected to the Lon¬ 
don assembly on June 10 by a whisker 
and a few weeks later Ken Livingstone 
was effectively urging RMT members on 
London underground to scab. “Not a sin¬ 
gle member of that assembly said a word” 
against him, she said. 

Comrade German insisted that if she 
had been elected, “you would have 
known that there was at least one per¬ 
son against crossing picket lines”. Only 
a sectarian would doubt her word and 
only a sectarian would say that, given 
the alternatives on offer, that she was 
not worth voting for. As a London AM 
she would surely have stood on the side 
of striking workers and in a small way en¬ 
hanced class combativity. 

In that fighting spirit she savaged Liv¬ 
ingstone over the dramatic salary in¬ 
creases received by his craven political 
advisors (many of whom happen to be 
leading members of the Trotskyite sect, 
Socialist Action, which works hand-in¬ 


glove with the SWP in the European 
Social Forum). She mockingly compared 
what Livingstone says is a “generous 
offer” to the RMT of 6% over two years 
to the £30,000 extra just handed to his 
cronies - “that’s as much as a 
tubeworkers earns!” 

Finally comrade German turned to 
spinning Respect’s 250,000 votes. She 
doggedly ignored all the heady predic¬ 
tions of a million votes, the thoroughly 
opportunist abandonment of one ‘shib¬ 
boleth’ after another and, despite that, 
the complete failure to get anyone 
elected. Respect achieved the “the big¬ 
gest left vote ever in this country,” she 
claimed in what was a brave attempt to 
attempt to revive the flagging morale of 
SWP activists. 

Of course, it all depends on how one 
judges what is left and what is not. Go¬ 
ing by its pinched manifesto and the list 
of essentially minimalist demands. Re¬ 
spect, it has to be said, was not particu¬ 
larly leftwing. It was certainly not 
revolutionary and not even socialist or 
democratic. Admittedly the same has to 
be said of tire Socialist Alliance’s miser- 



Lindsey German: spinning 


able, essentially old Labour-type prior¬ 
ity pledges, on which it fought tire 2001 
general election. 

So, since the death of Tony Cliff and 
John Rees’s takeover, the SWP has gone 
from auto-Labourism via old Labourism 
to left populism with Respect. In a 
phrase: right, right, right • 


Change on SSP 


C PGB comrades who attended the 
30-40 strong session on ‘The 
break-up of Britain and the realignment 
of the left’ - a debate between the 
SWP’s Huw Williams and the Scottish 
Socialist Party’s Allan Green - were 
struck by the apparent change in atti¬ 
tude. 

The tone of comrade Williams’s re¬ 
marks - as well as those of SWP con¬ 
tributors from the floor - showed a real 
shift. They actually attacked the SSP’s 
nationalism. A pleasing development, 
even if the comrades tended to simply 
counterpose an abstract ‘international¬ 
ism’ to Green’s crass plans for ‘social¬ 
ism’ in one little country. While they 
were right to condemn the SSP’s advo¬ 
cacy of independence, they had little 
concrete to say about ways to address 
the real sense of national grievance in 
Scotland and (to a lesser extent) Wales. 

Comrade Green did make some tell¬ 
ing criticisms of the SWP’s flippant ap¬ 
proach to left unity - for example, in the 
Socialist Alliance. The SA was “not 
given the opportunity to succeed”, 
being effectively shelved by the SWP 
at the time of the mass anti-war demon¬ 
strations last year. Such formations 
simply could not establish a base if 
they appeared only “at the time of elec¬ 
tions”, he correctly noted. That said, he 
spent most of the session very much 
on the back foot, eventually resorting 
to the profoundly lame plea in his sum¬ 
ming up that socialists from different 
countries should refrain from criticising 
each other: “We wouldn’t dream of tell¬ 
ing you how to organise yourselves,” 


he maintained. 

Of course, for comrade Williams this 
was a gift. Quite apart from the point of 
working class principle about our duty 
to criticise comrades who are making 
mistakes, there was the little matter of 
Wales, wasn’t there? Williams gently 
reminded Allan Green that the SSP had 
actually written to Respect in Wales 
telling it: “Just as the SSP would urge 
socialists not to stand against Respect 
in the elections in England, we urge Re¬ 
spect not to stand against Forward 
Wales” (Weekly Worker April 29). 

Comrade Williams described himself 
as “semi-shocked” by Allan’s “blurring 
... of nationalism and socialism”. If this 
is true, then the comrade cannot have 
been paying too much attention to de¬ 
velopments north of the border for quite 
a few years. At the very programmatic 
core of the SSP since its formation is 
precisely a commitment to a ‘national 
socialism’ which owes everything to 
nationalism and nothing to socialism. 
A fact the SWP and its co-thinkers have 
either ignored or minimised since they 
joined as a faction in May 2001. So why 
the change? 

Perhaps the answer was hinted at in 
comrade Chris Bambery’s contribution, 
delivered with the characteristic ma¬ 
chine-gun splutter that sometimes 
makes him very hard to follow. He 
bluntly announced that “left realign¬ 
ment” explicitly “did not mean shuffling 
the deck of the existing left”. It was a 
process that excluded the “old left who 
could not relate to the new movement” 
created by the fight against the Iraq war. 


White working class 


M aybe some of the criticisms 
have hit home. Or maybe the 
fact that Respect did not do well 
in general in white working class areas has 
begun to bother some SWP leaders. Ei¬ 
ther way, SWP national secretary Chris 


Chris Bambery: embarrassing 
lies 



Not exactly conciliatory words and 
perhaps a hint that the SWP and 
George Galloway - who is well known 
as a vocal opponent of Scottish nation¬ 
alism - are toying with the idea of ex¬ 
tending the Respect remit further north 
at some stage. Be that as it may, it is clear 
that the SSP is no longer a happy home 
for the SWP’s co-thinkers in Scotland • 
Ted Fraser 


Bambery was at pains to show that he 
was certainly not intent on ignoring the 
majority of the working class in favour of 
the so-called muslim community. 

The debate began in a session on 
whether the left should reclaim English- 
ness. Charlie Kimber, the platform 
speaker, believed it was profoundly 
wrong. He rejected those like Billy Bragg 
who have argued that we need to claim 
the heritage of the Chartists as some¬ 
thing English and progressive. Against 
all the historic evidence, he insisted that 
the nation was not a plastic concept. 

Bambery, speaking from the floor, was 
not concerned about such matters. He 
was worried about the growing aliena¬ 
tion of the English white working class, 
the excessive alcohol consumption 
among young people, teenage preg¬ 
nancy and the growth in the prison 
population. 

Later he claimed that there was a big 
difference between those who voted 
BNP and those who voted UK Inde¬ 
pendence Party in the European elec- 


“Let’s hear it 

C hris Bambery delivered one of the 
most embarrassing speeches I have 
heard in a long time during the session 
on ‘What sort of democracy do we 
want?’ 

“The reason the rest of the left hates 
the anti-war movement is that it was the 
SWP that has brought the issue of de¬ 
mocracy to the fore. When I hear the word 


tions. UKIP was a complex phenomenon 
and not necessarily completely right- 
wing. He admitted to being annoyed at 
criticisms that Respect was simply go¬ 
ing out to get an islamic vote. He com¬ 
pared the Respect campaign to that of 
the CPGB in tire East End of London in 
the 1930s, when it won over a big swathe 
of the working class Jewish vote - winch 
to a considerable degree it went on to 
successfully recruit and encadre. 

He called for Respect to move into 
areas like Barnsley, where sections have 
begun to vote BNP. Although he did not 
like it when people talked about “the 
muslim vote”, he acknowledged that 
there are “vast swathes of working class 
England where we do not exist”. 

In many ways confused and some¬ 
times deeply patronising, Bambery at 
least appreciates that the BNP vote can¬ 
not be dismissed as the “white lumpen 
scum living on the housing estates” - as 
his comrade, Julie Waterson, insisted at 
the 2003 Socialist Alliance conference • 
Anne Me Shane 


for the SWP” 

‘democracy’, I can say only one thing: 
Let’s heai' it for the SWP! Who played a 
leading role in the postal strike? Let’s hear 
it for the SWP! Who will bring tens of thou¬ 
sands of people to the ESF? Let’s hear it 
for the SWP!” And on and on it went. His 
poor SWP comrades seemed almost as 
embarrassed as myself • 

Cerys Dowling 
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Private matters, state affairs Don’t call the devil 


T here were many good things in 
Dave Crouch’s opening on ‘The 
Bolsheviks and religion’ on the 
Sunday morning. The comrade outlined 
the purpose of the opening as threefold. 

First, to illustrate tire way in which Len¬ 
inism and Stalinism were polar opposites. 
Second, to show how “religion played 
an enormous role” in the 1917 revolution, 
how “religious people played a role in 
leading it and in building a new society”. 
Third, precisely because that revolution 
was the high point in human history, 
starting from its lessons allows us to see 
much further, to help us orientate politi¬ 
cally in a period of "intensifying radical¬ 
ism”. 

Essentially, the SWP is attempting to 
equip its cadre with the theoretical un¬ 
derpinning necessary for a new orienta¬ 
tion - something you could glean from 
the way members contributed to the 
debate and the repetition of certain ar¬ 
guments. Lindsey German had spoken 
of a “new working class” in the opening 
rally: clearly the leadership is also envis¬ 
aging a new SWP. As comrade Crouch 
himself put it, “There is a stereotype 
about what a socialist looks like ... pos¬ 
sibly quite similar to me - white, male. If 
we are going to reach out to the new 
generation of anti-capitalists of all gen¬ 
erations - of all ages, colours and creeds 
- then we have to get that stereotype out 
of our heads.” 

So, given the SWP’s current work 
with sections of the muslim population, 
this session was an important one. It al¬ 
lows us to see the strengths and (poten¬ 
tially fatal) weaknesses in the comrades’ 
intervention in this field. 

Essentially, comrade Crouch ex¬ 
panded on ideas outlined in his article 
‘Bolsheviks and islam’ that appeared in 
the Socialist Review of December 2003 


(see Jack Conrad’s comments in Weekly 
Worker' February 26). In a very useful talk, 
he looked at the Bolsheviks’ champion¬ 
ing of the democratic rights of perse¬ 
cuted religious minorities under tsarism; 
how this principled approach attracted 
a great many religious people and com¬ 
munities to the banner of the commu¬ 
nists; how after the revolution, the new 
revolutionary government’s commit¬ 
ment to religious freedom saw the flour¬ 
ishing of many religious organisations 
and trends and how, finally, the heights 
achieved by the revolution were 
swamped by the dire, war-ravaged pov¬ 
erty of Soviet society, exemplified by the 
rise of the Stalinist bureaucracy and its 
attack on religious liberties. 

The comrade’s ambiguities on some 
key questions were telling, however. 
For example, he said this on the condi¬ 
tions of membership of a working class 
party: “Of course, Marxism is an athe¬ 
ist world view. But in no way was athe¬ 
ism seen as a condition of membership 
of Marxist parties. This was the very 
explicitly expressed view of the Bolshe¬ 
viks in the early years of the 20th cen¬ 
tury and the first years of the revolution. 
The attitude was that religion was the 
individual affair, the private affair of every 
citizen.” 

This mixes up two things: namely, the 
communist attitude to members of the 
party who may have religious prejudices 
and the neutral attitude of the state to 
the private views of its citizens. In fact, 
Lenin’s stance was that , for party mem¬ 
bers, “religion is not a private affair”, but 
is the concern of “the whole party, the 
whole of the proletariat” (VI Lenin CW 
Vol 10, Moscow 1977, pp84-85). 

Similarly, Dave cited Lenin’s “love af¬ 
fair” with Father Gapon, the priest and 
police dupe who initially headed the 


nascent mass movement that led to the 
1905 revolution in Russia. However, he 
failed to emphasise that the Bolsheviks’ 
relationship with Gapon - sensitive 
though it might have been - was not one 
of diplomatic accommodation. It fact, 
they wound “an iron ring” around 
Gapon, “a ring from which he could not 
have broken loose even if he had wanted 
to”, says Trotsky in his work, 1905. 

Thus, because of communist agita¬ 
tion and pressure based on their pro¬ 
grammatic intransigence, the petition 
Gapon intended to submit to the tsar 
contained - as well as humble pleas 
about such matters as workshops open 
to the winter weather - the revolution¬ 
ary demand for a Constituent Assembly 
elected by “universal, secret and equal 
suffrage”. 

As ever, the debate saw rank and file 
SWPers take the ambiguities in their lead¬ 
ers’ statement and, in their eagerness to 
please, turn them into political systems. 
Thus, we had some comrades telling us 
that the concessions Bolshevism was 
forced to make to religious groups dur¬ 
ing the exigencies of the civil war - faith 
schools, restoration of church property, 
etc - were less “tactics”, more like “prin¬ 
ciples”. This was something comrade 
Crouch tried to correct to an extent in his 
summing up. 

Concluding, he also underlined that 
he did not “think for a moment that you 
can be a consistent anti-capitalist fighter 
and apply a religious explanation of the 
world to that struggle. Ultimately, we are 
materialists because ... that materialist 
analysis of history is what enables an 
effective fightback.” 

A comment that would seem to imply 
that the comrade does not see religion 
in the party as purely a “private affair” • 
Sean Powell 


'angel’ 

MO ocialists must keep their dis- 
tance from secularism. Secular- 
ism is considered progressive, 
but it is not. The consequence of secu¬ 
larism is that muslim schools cannot be 
built. That is what secularism is all about.” 
Wild applause followed this particular 
strange contribution from a young mem¬ 
ber of the SWP’s section in France, which 
has recently joined the Ligue Commu- 
niste Revolutionnaire as a faction. 

Speaking from the platform during the 
meeting on ‘Islam, secularism and social¬ 
ism’, Antoine Boulange reflected the com¬ 
plete political confusion that has been 
engendered by the leadership of the SWP 
in London and its opportunist courtship 
of islam. Eg, the SWP has dropped princi¬ 
ple after principle so that Respect becomes 
acceptable to the Muslim Association of 
Britain. In France, it seems the SWP’s co¬ 
thinkers have bent the stick too far against 
the majority of the left, which at best 
adopted an equivocal attitude towards, 
and at worst actually supported, the ban 
on wearing tire veil in schools. 

It was not just Antoine’s stick that 
snapped in the meeting. His comrade, 
Esme Choonara (Socialist Worker plat¬ 
form in the Scottish Socialist Party), de¬ 
clared: “I do not accept that there is such 
a tiling as islamic fundamentalism. Islam 
is not our enemy”. 

Both comrades were rather eloquently 
put in their place by the third platform 
speaker, Gilbert Achcar from the LCR, 
who gave a speech that was critical of the 
SWP: “Hiere is a difference between athe¬ 
ism and secularism. Secularism is very im¬ 
portant to the socialist programme,” he 
said. He expressed the view that “social¬ 
ists are against the state ban on the veil, 


but we must also speak out against any 
attempt to impose the veil - be it by a state 
or by family pressure.” 

He then turned his fire on Respect, 
warning that “we should be very wary of 
making alliances with forces who do not 
belong to the workers’ movement”. He 
argued that the SWP should follow the 
old advice of “marching separately, but 
striking together” (which was later ridi¬ 
culed by comrade Choonara, who said 
that she was "proud to have been march¬ 
ing with muslims on the anti-war demos”, 
taking the quote rather too literally). Com¬ 
rade Achcar then quoted Trotsky: “You 
can make an alliance with the devil, but 
don't call him an angel.” 

However, he warned against “compro¬ 
mising on principled policies. Socialists 
always have to wage the ideological 
struggle. Secularism and women’s rights 
are always of utmost importance. Marx¬ 
ists can underplay their atheism, but they 
should never sell their soul - to speak in 
religious terms”, he said - and predict¬ 
ably received only lukewarm applause 
from the majority in the packed meeting, 
with many SWP members shaking their 
heads. 

For some reason, Elaine Heffeman was 
the only SWP comrade called to speak 
from the floor. Her criticism was pretty mild, 
particularly compared to the kinds of at¬ 
tacks we are subjected to for promoting 
pretty much the same view as the LCR 
comrade: “In Gilbert’s world view we 
could not engage with muslims at all, be¬ 
cause we would have to put conditions 
on their involvement,” she said. I did not 
hear comrade Achcar mention any such 
conditions • 

Tina Becker 


Iraq: imperialism and the politics of resistance 


I n the session, ‘Iraq: war, resistance 
and revolution’, SWP comrades 
were rushing over themselves to re¬ 
state their one-sided and therefore 
highly problematical attitude towards 
the occupation. 

The session was introduced by two 
Iraqi comrades - Sabah Jawad of Iraqi 
Democrats Against the Occupation; and 
Ibrahim Allawi, editor of The Future, a 
Baghdad weekly. Neither comrade ex¬ 
plained their political background, but I 
got the distinct impression that they 
were former ‘official’ communists who 
had left the Iraqi Communist Party, dis¬ 
gusted by its collaborationism. 

Although both comrades are now 
based in Iraq, neither was able to pro¬ 
vide anything approaching a worthwhile 
analysis of the various forces on the 
ground. Comrade Jawad’s speech was 
largely unremarkable, concentrating on 
US imperialism and its supposed rea¬ 
sons for invading Iraq - for oil, US power 
and Israeli interests, he said. 

While he gave some details of the ex¬ 
tent of the breakdown in the infrastruc¬ 
ture of Iraq - the complete absence of 
public transport outside Baghdad and 
one or two other cities; the signs of 
looted state property everywhere - as far 
as the resistance to the occupation was 
concerned, he contented himself with 
the allegation that, when there were 
bombs that caused large civilian casual¬ 
ties, they were very likely laid by the US 
occupation forces themselves. 

Comrade Allawi’s description of the 
internal political situation also left a lot 
to be desired. He told of the widespread 
disillusionment with tire ICP - first for its 
former attachment to Ba’athism and now 
for its participation in the ‘interim gov¬ 
ernment’. As a result, he said, even some 
“materialists” had turned to religion. 
However, he declared, the religious par¬ 


ties were now losing support - but he did 
not offer any evidence for this or attempt 
to suggest which secular forces were al¬ 
legedly replacing them. 

Comrade Allawi described how impe¬ 
rialist sanctions had led to the disappear¬ 
ance of the middle class - so much so 
that today in Iraq “there are only two 
classes”. He did not elaborate on this 
puzzling statement. Presumably he di¬ 
vides Iraq into the mass, both in the cit¬ 
ies and countryside, who are barely 
eking out a living, and the new elite of 
collaborators, gang masters, security 
experts, speculators and general rip-off 
merchants. 

An Iraqi comrade claimed from the 
floor that the imperialists had brought 
with them mercenaries whose job was 
to orchestrate tire looting and smuggling 
of assets across the border. The occu¬ 
pation forces were trying to foster divi¬ 
sions, but “There will be no civil war. The 
Iraqi people are aware of American and 
British tricks.” 

In this he was backed up by Alex Cal- 
linicos, who stated that the occupation 
forces were “encouraging communal 
strife”. While, of course, we too are 
“aware of American and British tricks”, 
these assertions, for comrade Callinicos, 
served to cover up the often antagonis¬ 
tic divisions amongst the anti-occupa¬ 
tion forces. 

“We support the resistance, whatever 
its political fonn, whatever its banner,” 
he said. This was later echoed by other 
SWP speakers. One said: “The success 
of the resistance, whatever its nature, will 
be a victory for us. The important thing 
is the defeat of the imperialists.” Jon¬ 
athan Neale bloodcurdlingly added that, 
although he might weep for the relatives 
of those western contract workers shot 
or blown up in Iraq, “Every time one is 
killed, it is a victory for the resistance.” 


But Callinicos went further: while we 
should “hope” that “the restoration of 
the left can take place” in Iraq, we in Brit¬ 
ain “don’t have the right to tell [work¬ 
ers] who to support”. Leave aside the 
nonsense about telling - ie, ordering - 
workers who they should support (of 
course, Callinicos himself acts as the 
overbearing emperor within the SWP’s 
own International Socialist Tendency), 
communists and revolutionary socialists 
in Britain, and for that matter through¬ 
out the world, have a duty to support, 
encourage and if need be fearlessly criti¬ 
cise the left and workers’ movement in 
Iraq. 

Yes, we are for the right of Iraqis to self- 
determination. That does not imply in the 
slightest, though, that we should be, or 
are, indifferent as to how this right is 
exercised. The struggle for socialism and 
human liberation is global and involves 
all countries. 

Hence it is vital to differentiate between 
the various strands of the anti-occupa¬ 
tion resistance. Not that we in Britain 
should only call for our troops to be with¬ 
drawn when they are likely to be replaced 
by the ‘good guys’ - a seemingly leftist 
stance adopted by the comrades in the 
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty which ac¬ 
tually amounts to a barely disguised fonn 
of social chauvinism. No, on the contrary, 
communists in Britain - authentic commu¬ 
nists, that is - unconditionally demand the 
end of the occupation. Neither US nor 
British forces have any right to be in Iraq 
- and that is the long and the short of it. 
So, to put things in their starkest, most 
easily understood fonn, we can say we 
would prefer the victory even of an out 
and out reactionary like al Sadr to the vic¬ 
tory of U S-UK imperialism. 

Within Iraq itself we can safely say 
that, with due consideration of the ma¬ 
terial balance of forces, it can be perfectly 


principled to enter into non-aggression 
pacts, temporary agreements and joint 
actions with islamist forces, Kurdish 
nationalists and even elements of the old 
Ba’athist regime in order to send the 
main enemy packing. Indeed without 
such an infinitely flexible approach po¬ 
litical progress is all but impossible. 

Yet it must be emphasised at every 
stage that, while we are trying to maxim¬ 
ise and concentrate the blows directed 
against our main enemy, though many 
of them are delivered by thoroughly 
obnoxious allies, there is every possibil¬ 
ity that tomorrow these very same peo¬ 
ple will seek a deal with imperialism, run 
away from the struggle or, just as likely, 
turn on us. Were imperialism to be driven 


F or the past three years, the CPGB has 
helped organise ‘Marxism - the 
fringe’, a series of meetings and debates 
held during the week of the SWP’s 
school. The fringe is where comrades 
can really explore some of the more con¬ 
tentious themes, controversies and theo¬ 
retical problems of the left. 

Our aim is to encourage the expression 
of different viewpoints and bring clarity. 
That educates all concerned and cer¬ 
tainly does not confuse so-called ordi¬ 
nary folk, as is sometimes patronisingly 
suggested. It also makes for interesting 
meetings, in fact. 

This year’s fringe was the best so far, 
both in terms of attendance and the 
range of topics. At the session on the 
demise of the Socialist Alliance we had 
five main speakers - one each from CPGB, 
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty and Work¬ 
ers Power; and Steve Godward, former 
S A vice-chair and militant firefighter, and 


out of Iraq by a mass popular movement 
led by islamist reactionaries, we need 
only look to neighbouring Iran to get 
some idea of the kind of fate workers, 
trade unionists, secularists, women and 
democrats would suffer. 

It is not enough to “hope” that the left 
can revive. We must do everything in 
our power (even if, at present, it is only 
the power of words) to ensure that it 
wins leadership of the anti-occupation 
movement - at tire expense of tire islam- 
ists and Ba’athists. Our internationalism 
is of the proletarian kind, not the uncriti¬ 
cal ‘tire Iraqis know best’ diplomacy that 
the SWP now seems to share with the 
Stalinites • 

Peter Manson 


Sue Blackwell from the Socialist Alliance 
Democracy Platfonn. The packed audi¬ 
ence, some which had to be accommo¬ 
dated on the stairs and landings, 
consisted of some 70 comrades. Not 
surprisingly there was a wide-ranging 
and in general very thoughtful debate. 

Hillel Ticktin spoke powerfully and 
convincingly about the need for a Marx¬ 
ist party and the inevitable changes in 
mass consciousness - a session attended 
by 40 people, including members of both 
the SWP and the Socialist Party in Eng¬ 
land and Wales. Even the weekday meet¬ 
ings - on islam and the left; and how 
revolutionaries should respond to the re- 
emergence of the Labour left - got a fair 
turnout of people. 

The fringe is now an established part 
of Marxism. We look forward to next year 
and a much bigger and more ambitious 
event • 

Pat Fraser 


Fringe success 
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A Marxist party without 
deformations 

At the CPGB’s Marxism 2004 fringe, Hillel Ticktin, editor of Critique , argued that material conditions have 
opened up wide opportunities for the left and new organisational possibilities 



I n the years since Stalinism came to 
an end we have witnessed a series 
of spontaneous uprisings - in Al¬ 
bania, Argentina, Bolivia, Ecuador 
and elsewhere. Sometimes they threw up 
soviets, but they led nowhere. It was clear 
that the majority of workers and peas¬ 
ants had no conception of the alterna¬ 
tive - and even less of an idea of the 
strategy needed to achieve their goals. 

Anarchists, spontaneists and coun¬ 
cil communists often argue in tenns of 
the need for tire working class to achieve 
its own emancipation without tire use of 
any party. However, historical practice 
has proved them wrong. Without a party 
the working class lacks the organisa¬ 
tional centre, the educational and theo¬ 
retical leadership and the necessary 
tactical and strategic leadership required. 
It may well be the case that in 300 years, 
as Jack London saw it, capitalism will be 
so rotten that it will be pushed aside by 
the majority of the population, without 
any need for leadership or strategy, be¬ 
cause everyone will want to do so. How¬ 
ever, we cannot wait 300 years for millions 
to live and die either in poverty, or in sub¬ 
human conditions even if they are not 
poor. There is a real alternative where 
everyone can for the first time be true 
individuals living in a truly human soci¬ 
ety instead of one where dog eats dog. 
Production today can easily reach the 
level where machines make machines, 
where medicine extends people’s lives 
considerably and where everyone can 
employ their talents to the full. 

In this respect, everything depends 
on one’s analysis of the period down to 
the downfall of the Stalinist parties. I take 
the view that Stalinism dominated the 
workers’ movement with the tacit ap¬ 
proval of the bourgeoisie. In a sense, the 
overall, if largely unconscious, strategy 
of the bourgeoisie was that of collusion 
with Stalinism, even if in an inchoate and 
often antagonistic way. Put another way, 
Stalinism prevented the emergence of 
any genuine left in a series of ways. 

In the first place, it was so awful that 
workers in many parts of the world turned 
against it. It provided a real basis for an 
anti-communist ideology. In the second 
place, Stalinism directly and indirectly 
fought and often killed, betrayed, victim¬ 
ised or eliminated the left in many coun¬ 
tries from Greece to Vietnam - not to speak, 
of course, of those people who were on 
the left in Stalinist countries. In the third 
place, Stalinism provided the basis for 
the cold war and the stability of modem 
capitalism. 

An indirect effect was the marginali¬ 
sation of the left, such that it turned in 
on itself. Unable to maintain contact with 
the class, in the best cases small groups 
became guardians of the Marxist legacy 
(and for that they have to be saluted, 
given the difficult conditions). However, 
the cost was that they ceased to relate 
to the society around them and became 
extremely sectarian. 

While some analysed their failure in 
the same way as above, others began to 
despair and sought alternative modes of 
breaking out of their isolation. Many 
compromised with nationalism and 
hence with the bourgeoisie - but you 
cannot be a nationalist and a Marxist: it 
is simply impossible; some compro¬ 
mised with Stalinism and others compro¬ 
mised with refonnism. Still others, like the 
Socialist Workers Party, reduced levels 


of democracy to avoid splits - inevitable 
when you have no real relationship with 
the working class. Others retained their 
principles without any analysis of the 
modem world. 

Every group could find some princi¬ 
ple that they would stick to and be su¬ 
perior to every other group. All, 
however, were undemocratic in their es¬ 
sence because such relatively small 
groups probably cannot be anything 
else in a hostile capitalist environment. 
It is not enough to have full democratic 
fonns to make a party democratic. It is 
necessary that the elected leadership 
maintain a close relationship with its 
base and that is only possible where 
there is a large, active membership with 
leaders whose personal ambitions are 
subordinated to the needs of the party. 

With tire end of Stalinism, the controls 
over the fonnation of genuine left par¬ 
ties are no longer there. The basis for 
sectarianism is more limited. But it is tak¬ 
ing time for the old groups to refonn or 
die. It is no accident that the Workers 
Revolutionary Party imploded or that the 
Militant group removed Ted Grant from 
his own organisation, or that the SWP 
has shifted markedly to the right. 

The second aspect of the ending of 
Stalinism is that it has intensified the 

There is, for the first 
time since the 
1920s, a clear 
opening for the left. 
Unfortunately, given 
the long history of 
failure on the left, 
existing groups like 
the SWP and the 
Scottish Socialist 
Party leadership 
have assumed that 
only an opening to 
the right can 
succeed. If my 
analysis is correct, 
they will fail and 
deserve to fail. They 
will fail because the 
working class 
needs a party of 
principle which will 
promise what the 
working class 
needs-a socialist 
society-and not 
what is irrelevant to 
its aims. 


political and economic crisis of capital¬ 
ism. Capital today is in a genuine classi¬ 
cal crisis precisely because its basis of 
stability is no longer there: Stalinism and 
the cold war. The economic crisis is clear. 
The political crisis follows from it, with 
massive levels of unemployment, the rich 
growing richer and the poor poorer. 
There is no room for reformism once the 
goal of industrial growth is removed and 
hence there is a fiscal crisis for the state. 
With the end of reformism, parliament 
appears anachronistic and useless. Peo¬ 
ple do not bother to vote, unless there is 
a clear-cut, one-off issue like the Iraq war. 
Politicians are seen for what they are and 
hence are correctly mistrusted. 

There is, therefore, for the first time 
since the 1920s, a clear opening for the 
left. Everyone can see the vacuum on the 
left. Unfortunately, given the long his¬ 
tory of failure on the left, existing groups 
like the SWP and the Scottish Socialist 
Party leadership have assumed that 
only an opening to the right can succeed. 
If my analysis is correct, they will fail and 
deserve to fail. They will fail because the 
working class needs a party of principle 
which will promise what the working 
class needs - a socialist society - and not 
what is irrelevant to its aims. 

How they will fail is another matter - it 
is possible that they will get many votes 
and then be shown up as reformist poli¬ 
ticians; or it is possible that the working 
class will see through them before they 
get off the ground. 

As regards the Labour Party, there is 
no point any more talking about its be¬ 
trayal of the working class. Labour is 
now the party of big capital and the To¬ 
ries of small capital. 

In this new situation, we need a party 
of principle, which makes no compro¬ 
mises or concessions in its demands - 
what Respect has done. There is no rea¬ 
son for it. There never is. Our demands 
are for the replacement of capitalism by 
a socialist society, in which labour be¬ 
comes humanity’s prime want, where the 
market and so money is abolished, where 
the economy is planned and where the 
division of labour is overcome and sub¬ 
ordinated to the needs of humanity. That 
is, a Marxist party. 

Given my analysis, it follows that it is 
now possible to fonn a Marxist party 
without the earlier defonnations. There 
are two crucial questions: what form 
should this party take, and how do we 
get there? Clearly they are closely con¬ 
nected. 

Given the appalling history of the left, 
it is clearly necessary that the Marxist 
party be as open and democratic as pos¬ 
sible in a hostile capitalist environment. 
It will have to start on the basis that dif¬ 
ference of opinion is to be welcomed and 
maintained, provided that the differ¬ 
ences remain within Marxism. There will 
also have to be a series of rules to both 
maintain democracy and prevent 
factionalisation. The latter can only be 
prevented if different viewpoints are 
accepted and encouraged with full rep¬ 
resentation on the necessary bodies, but 
also if such groups are not a means of 
advancement for individuals, so that 
such groups will dissolve when they are 
proved right or wrong. In the end, this 
depends more than anything else on the 
culture of such a party and its ability to 
educate its membership in the require¬ 
ments of a Marxist party struggling for 


socialism. 

There is now a long and unfortunate 
history of personalised antagonism 
within the left. This will have to be dis¬ 
carded. A socialist party can only be 
built if honesty and loyalty to the goals 
of socialism, rather than personal ad¬ 
vancement, are maintained. 

Even if we have a dedicated band of 
Marxists, we are still left with the ques¬ 
tion of how such a party becomes a party 
of the working class. Do we need a front 
in the form of a workers’ party, which 
would differ from a Marxist party in be¬ 
ing open to all who support the over¬ 
throw of capitalism? The Socialist 
Alliance was something like a workers’ 
party formation. Respect is not even 
that. Or does it itself have to become a 
workers’ party? 

It seems to me to be clear that we need 
a Marxist party, which is clear about its 
goals, its strategy and its educational 
programme for its members and in its 
ability to act flexibly and in time. Only a 
Marxist party can do that. However, it can 
still be argued that a workers’ party is 
needed now in order to act as a halfway 
house to Marxism. This is a question of 
tactics and strategy. If the Marxist party 
cannot break through except by having 
such a halfway house, it may be neces¬ 
sary to fonn it. But in principle it will only 
be necessary if the Marxist party cannot 
advance beyond a certain point. 

The issue, however, arises in another 
fonn. There are as many different con¬ 
ceptions of Marxism as there are varie¬ 
ties of baked beans. Some schools which 
claim to be Marxist have to be excluded 
immediately. Stalinists of different kinds 
such as Maoists, the Communist Party 
of Britain and supporters of socialism in 
one country, along with anarchist ideas, 
have to be excluded. The concept of 
socialism in one country is the hallmark 
of a Stalinist and no supporter of such a 
view can be included. However, beyond 
these exclusions everyone else ought to 
be welcome, whether they are critical of 
Luxemburg, Lenin or Trotsky (or all of 
them), provided only that they accept 
that those three were Marxists, so dem¬ 
onstrating their own non-sectarianism. 

I think we have to begin in a small way 
by forming a network of individuals and 
of groups, if they will join, and proceed 
step by step. Tire previous attempts - that 
of the Socialist Alliance and Respect - 
both died before they were born. The 
Socialist Alliance was not a party, but a 


fonnal alliance of a number of groups plus 
independents - so-called. It was domi¬ 
nated by the SWP, who never had any 
intention of turning it into a competent 
paify. The same is true of Respect, ex¬ 
cept that it is no more socialist than the 
Labour Party. It is simply a disgrace to 
the name of socialism that there can be a 
party which allows its leading members 
to oppose abortion and be homophobic 
and misogynistic. 

If my analysis is correct, we do not 
have to worry about the need to adapt 
to the backward consciousness of sec¬ 
tions of the population. In the end, the 
reason for the failure of the left was an 
objective one, which then reflected itself 
in consciousness, not the other way 
round. Some on the left calling them¬ 
selves Marxists believe that conscious¬ 
ness is something that could be 
implanted in people’s minds, rather than 
proceeding from the material base. That 
is not Marxism at all. 

It follows then that with the destruc¬ 
tion of Stalinism, an objective barrier, 
socialist consciousness becomes some¬ 
thing increasingly easy to foster. In the 
short term, of course, any kind of con¬ 
sciousness is possible, but over a dec¬ 
ade or two tilings will be very different. 
We, therefore, ought to make no conces¬ 
sions to religion, although we must be 
polite and respect people’s customs, and 
it is our duty to argue and fight against 
religion itself, as a form of backwardness 
reinforced by capitalism. 

However, the basis of my argument 
rests on the changing political environ¬ 
ment. There is a second aspect to that. 
Trotsky points out that when the revo¬ 
lution was approaching in the Russian 
empire, the old left groupings began to 
change, reform and dissolve, because 
their tasks had changed. As we know, 
Lenin had to fight for his own party 
when he returned to Russia and it 
changed both its programme and its 
nature by incorporating other group¬ 
ings and indeed becoming more demo¬ 
cratic. 

The point, however, is not that revo¬ 
lution is around the comer, but that we 
are in a new political situation. It de¬ 
mands a genuine working class party 
and that can only be a Marxist party. 
Hence the existing groups are bound to 
lose their coherence unless they adapt. 
At the moment they are adapting to the 
right, but that is more likely to lead to their 
dissolution than to their growth # 
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Not fit to govern 

Writing in a personal capacity, Dave Craig of the Revolutionary Democratic Group argues that Respect is a 
barrier to the formation of a republican socialist party 


I was sorry to hear that Peter Man- 
son was “confused” by the way I 
voted in the June elections (Letters 
July 1). I did not call for socialists to 
vote for Respect. But in London I voted 
for George Galloway. I did not vote for 
Lindsey German or Respect in the Lon¬ 
don mayor or GLA elections. Why did 
this confuse Peter and what did it all 
mean? 

For Marxists the important thing 
about elections is to raise the political 
consciousness of the working class 
and strengthen its combativity and or¬ 
ganisation for the class struggle in the 
period after the election. Lenin in Left- 
wing communism explains that in elec¬ 
toral work the aim of communists 
“should not at all strive to get seats in 
parliament, but everywhere get people 
to think, and draw the masses into 
struggle” (see Weekly Worker May 20). 
The message is one of ‘thinking’ and 
‘struggling’. 

Traditionally there has been a dis¬ 
junction between what socialists say 
before an election and what they say 
during one. In the 1980s and early 1990s 
the Socialist Workers Party appeared to 
oppose Labour between elections. But 
at election time it gave critical support. 
The Alliance for Workers’ Liberty did 
the same during this election. Neither 
of these socialist organisations had sig¬ 
nificant votes to give Labour. What they 
could do, though, was influence the 
views of working class activists. 

This ‘dual’ line of opposing Labour 
in the class struggle and then support¬ 
ing it “with no illusions” in elections 
needs some explaining. In 1984 the 
miners were on strike and Labour lead¬ 
ers were busily stabbing them in the 
back. Yet the SWP backed Kinnock in 
the elections in 1987 and 1992, and 
Blair in 1997. The implication was that 
class struggle was important and elec¬ 
tions were not. So we might as well 
vote Labour. 

Of course the distinction between 
‘class struggle’ and elections is false. 
Elections are a political manifestation 
of the class struggle. In the contest 
between parties, social classes strug¬ 
gle for power. In elections the enemies 
of the working class dress up in party 
clothes, make every type of false prom¬ 
ise and sow the seeds of every illu¬ 
sion. Far from going soft on Labour 
at election time, socialists must 
sharpen their criticism. It is a time for 
socialists to destroy illusions, not 
manufacture them. 

Labour represents the interests of the 
capitalist class. But, unlike the Tories, it 
has traditionally presented itself as the 
workers’ friend. When the working class 
is weak, the Labour government openly 
pursues anti-working class policies. If 
the working class is strong, Labour will 
make concessions and head off rebellion 
by incorporating the trade union lead¬ 
ers. 

As Marxists our task in elections is to 
identify the enemy parties and tear down 
their disguises. Those who say ‘vote 
Labour’ are not clear in their own minds 
who the enemy is. If our job is to raise 
the consciousness of the active section 
of the class, then we must be as hostile 
to Labour in elections as we are during 
strikes. Our message is that liberal capi¬ 
tal is your enemy. Indeed it is more dan¬ 
gerous posing as the workers’ friend. 
We do not vote for our enemies, even 
during elections. 

Our line at elections is merely an ex¬ 


tension of the class struggle politics 
before the election began. So what is the 
root of SWP ‘dualism’? It is an expres¬ 
sion of economism and the disconnec¬ 
tion between economic and political 
struggle. Lenin explains that the practi¬ 
cal conclusion of economism is that 
“economic struggle be left to the work¬ 
ers and political struggle to the liberals” 
(VI Lenin CWVol 23, pl3). This was the 
formula for SWP politics in the era of 
Tony Cliff. 

Outside election time the SWP be¬ 
haved like syndicalists. They supported 
strikes and trade union militancy. SWP 
members were told that elections were 
not important. They did not stand can¬ 
didates. During elections, a time of 
heightened political awareness and 
struggle, the SWP conceded the politi¬ 
cal leadership of the working class to the 
liberal-capitalist Labour Party. Eventually 
the slogan, ‘Vote Labour with no illu¬ 
sions’, became so embarrassing as to be 
untenable and the SWP joined the So¬ 
cialist Alliance. But the same opportun¬ 
ist method remains. 

The basic communist message is that 
liberal Labourism is the enemy of the 
working class. Economism is liberal ide¬ 
ology, which weakens and divides the 
working class movement and makes in¬ 
dependent working class political strug¬ 
gle impossible. Against economism, 
communists recognise tire working class 
as the democratic class and the “van¬ 
guard fighter for democracy”. A work¬ 
ers’ party is therefore obliged “to 
expound and emphasise general demo¬ 
cratic tasks before the whole people, 
without for a moment concealing our 
socialist convictions. He is no social 
democrat [communist] who forgets in 
practice his obligations to be ahead of 
all in raising, accentuating and solving 
every general democratic question” (VI 
Lenin SWVol 1, p 156). 

We have to apply this to the concrete 
circumstances in the UK today. First 
there is a low level of economic strug¬ 
gle. Second there is no workers’ party 
that represents the independent inter¬ 
ests of the working class. There are many 
socialist and communist sects, but no 
party. Third the political system is in 
decay. The Iraq war and the mass anti¬ 
war movement have highlighted a grow¬ 
ing crisis of democracy. What 
conclusion flows from this? What do we 
want workers to think about and strug¬ 
gle for right now? 

The communist answer is con¬ 
tained within, and concentrated in, the 
slogan of a republican socialist party. 
Last year, before Respect had been set 
up, we pointed to the vital and urgent 
need for such a party. We gave a clear 
definition of its character as a work¬ 
ers’ party whose aim is socialism. It is 
a party of socialist unity, bringing all 
socialists and communists into one 
single organisation. So what does the 
‘republican’ part of it mean? 

A republican socialist party is a 
workers’ party which gives a high 
priority or emphasis on the struggle 
for democracy in general and a demo¬ 
cratic secular republic in particular. It 
is not a party tiying to reform or patch 
up the constitutional monarchist sys¬ 
tem or govern through this system. It 
is a party which represents the work¬ 
ing class as the “vanguard fighter for 
democracy” and which “expounds 
and emphasises” the “general demo¬ 
cratic tasks before the whole people, 
without for a moment concealing our 


socialist convictions”. It is a party 
that “raises, accentuates and solves” 
the problem of the constitutional 
monarchist system. 

Most socialists content themselves 
with the standard abstract definition of 
Labour as a bourgeois party supported 
by the trade union bureaucracy. But 
Labour takes on the political character¬ 
istics of the British ruling class. The 
monarchy is the symbolic head of the 
ruling class. In paying homage to the 
crown, Labour establishes its fitness for 
office and its commitment to the constitu¬ 
tion and the state. Like the Tories, Labour 
is a loyalist or monarchist party. 

In switching from voting Labour, via 
the SA, to Respect, the SWP drags its 
royal Labourite garbage behind it. The 
‘R’ in Respect stands for ‘royalty’, not 
‘republicanism’. Importing old Labour’s 
royal socialism into the platfonn of Re¬ 
spect shows it has no idea where it is 
going. Respect continues the historic 
failure of the British socialist movement 
to champion the cause of democracy. 
New perfume cannot disguise the smell 
of rotting monarchism. 

If the left had spent even one minute 
thinking about how we could win power 
and become a government it would 
come to the obvious republican conclu¬ 
sion. As Engels says, “If one thing is 
certain, it is that our party and the work¬ 
ing class can only come to power in the 
form of the democratic republic” (quoted 
in State and revolution, VI Lenin SWVol 
2, p288). The Scottish Socialist Party has 
almost come to the same conclusion. It 
will never come to power as a socialist 
party under the British crown. But at least 
with Scottish independence the SSP is 
thinking about political power and how 
to get it. 

Not so the left in England. In dump¬ 
ing the republic, Respect declared that it 
is not interested in winning power. It has 
no ambitions other than protest. In 
coded language it says, ‘We are not fit 
to govern, but vote for us anyway.’ This 
is the basic message of the whole Eng¬ 
lish socialist movement. Then we won¬ 
der why the working class will not vote 
for us. 

The slogan of a republican socialist 
party is the only objectively correct slo¬ 
gan in the current situation. The left will 
only go in the right direction in so far as 
it takes up this slogan. A republican 
socialist party can be a step towards a 
mass communist party. But on one con¬ 
dition - that communists take up the fight 
and put themselves in the vanguard of 
the struggle to form it. The CPGB de¬ 
clares it will not promote such a party, 
but join it if it was formed. They place on 
themselves a self-denying ordinance, 
which undermines the struggle for a 
communist party. 

The source of all Peter’s “confusion” 
is here. The CPGB is only in favour of a 
democratic centralist revolutionary com¬ 
munist party. If the call for such a party 
was simply general propaganda, then no 
communist can or should object. But if 
it is meant to be agitation or a call for 
immediate action, it is wrong-headed 
ultra-leftism. It becomes the completely 
untenable position of a sect. 

An immediate agitational call for 
launching a mass communist party is 
a piece of ludicrous political theatre. 
It is either a call for another sect, or a 
disingenuous appeal to join a sect like 
the CPGB or the RDG. Sect politics 
takes no account of the conscious¬ 
ness of the masses and its advanced 


sections. There is no mass revolution¬ 
ary consciousness. There is no revo¬ 
lution taking place that would teach 
the masses very rapidly about the 
need for such a party. There is not 
even a high level of class struggle. The 
communist sects can hardly agree to 
be in one room, never mind one or¬ 
ganisation. 

The immediate call for a mass revolu¬ 
tionary communist party must and will 
fall on stony ground. The experience of 
the CPGB shows this. In the early 1990s 
the CPGB called for a revolutionary party 
and stood revolutionary candidates in 
elections. But the revolutionary commu¬ 
nist masses did not flock into the CPGB. 
The CPGB gave up putting up commu¬ 
nist candidates. The membership is more 
or less the same small size as years ago. 

On the other hand the CPGB joined 
every socialist unity project from the 
Socialist Labour Party to the Socialist 
Alliance, and now Respect. Weekly 
Worker sales have grown. This is not 
simply due on the content of the paper. 
The content has reflected activity and 
intervention by the CPGB in all the so¬ 
cialist unity projects. The last known 
CPGB members to stand for election did 
so as socialist unity (ie, Socialist Alliance 
candidates). 

The CPGB is opposed to a republican 
socialist party because it is a “halfway 
house”. But the CPGB is not opposed 
to Respect. It was at the founding con¬ 
ference. It has encouraged every mem¬ 
ber to join and vote for it. The CPGB 
would be sitting on the Respect execu¬ 
tive if only the SWP had been polite 
enough to invite them. Respect is not a 
republican socialist party. It is not repub¬ 
lican. It is hardly socialist and it is not a 
party. It is not even a halfway house. 

Communist left sectism is a barrier to 
doing what is necessary for the work¬ 
ing class and communist movement. 
The CPGB has not understood that the 
transitional method applies to party¬ 
building as a well. When the CPGB first 
advocated a federal republic, it was con¬ 
demned by ultra-lefts, who argued for 
nothing less than a workers’ republic. 
The lefts said that a federal republic was 
a halfway house and it was therefore 
wrong to advocate it. 

The transitional method breaks this 
sort of political nonsense by marry¬ 
ing communist aims with the recogni¬ 
tion of mass consciousness. It is not 
a matter of telling the masses about 
communism and a communist party. It 
is about finding the path to this in the 
real world. For communists to oppose 
a republican socialist party is to ex¬ 
clude themselves from playing a lead¬ 
ing role in building it. It is to put sect 
interests before the interests of the 
working class with its currently con¬ 
stituted level of struggle and con¬ 
sciousness. 

Now let us return to the criticism made 
by Peter in his letter. In 2003 we called 
for a republican socialist party- It is the 
slogan which calls on workers to “think” 
and “struggle”. When we come to the 
elections of June 2004, we do not invent 
a new line. There is no opportunistic 
‘dualism’. We do not invent a new line 
in order to get seats, votes and salaries. 
The prime purpose is to get workers to 
“think” and “struggle”. 

In June 2004 we call on workers to 
vote for a republican socialist party. But 
such a party does not exist. It is why 
we raise the slogan in the first place. So 
therefore we call on workers to vote for 


parties with republican and socialist 
programmes. The election is a means of 
extending our agitation and putting 
over the same message. We call for a 
vote for the Socialist Alliance (Democ¬ 
racy Platform), Alliance for Green So¬ 
cialism and the Socialist Party. We do 
not call for a vote for Respect. Respect 
does not have a republican socialist 
programme. Therefore we do not sup¬ 
port it. 

It would be opportunist to argue for a 
communist party in 2003 and Respect in 
June 2004. This would be consistent only 
if Respect was the concrete manifesta¬ 
tion of a communist party. But simply 
switching to Respect to get votes or 
seats would be opportunism, bending 
under the pressure of bourgeois elec¬ 
tions. 

Peter is not in favour of a republican 
socialist party. In which case, we cannot 
expect him to argue for it at election time. 
We cannot fault his consistency. Equally 
he might see himself as a republican and 
socialist when there are no elections. 
Perhaps he turns into a royal socialist 
pumpkin as soon as election clock strikes 
12 and campaigning begins? Perhaps he 
thinks that at election time votes are 
more important than thinking and strug¬ 
gling? 

Respect is not a republican socialist 
party and cannot become one on the 
basis of its current programme. It is 
marching in the wrong direction. We 
have to be honest about Respect and 
tell workers the truth. Without democ¬ 
racy or republicanism, Respect cannot 
become the party we need. That is the 
main message that communists must put 
over. We should not carry the slogan 
‘Vote Respect’. 

All this is clear and consistent with the 
interests of the working class. But there 
was a sting in tail. I made an additional 
point. I voted for George Galloway, but 
not Lindsey Gennan or the Respect slate 
in the London elections. What does this 
mean? I wanted to make clear that my 
hostility to Respect is not based on anti- 
Gallowayism. It is because Respect is a 
barrier to, and an alternative to, a repub¬ 
lican socialist party- And the main bar¬ 
rier is the SWP, not George Galloway. 
This almost stands the AWL position 
on its head. 

In conclusion it seems to me that Pe¬ 
ter was confused for three reasons. First, 
he is not in favour of a republican so¬ 
cialist party. Second, he does not agree 
that the central point of the election is 
not to win votes, seats or salaries, but to 
get workers to think about the need for 
a republican socialist party and to take 
action to build such a party. If the elec¬ 
tion persuaded 500 or 5,000 workers of 
this, it would have been a real step to¬ 
wards the party. 

Third, Peter does not want to see 
this message. He declares it ‘out of 
order’ on the grounds of electoral 
technicalities. I could not just vote for 
Galloway in a list system. Technically 
he is right. But he has missed the 
point. It is not a technical exercise. It 
is the political message that counts. 
In the fight between Respect and the 
republican socialist party, the SWP, 
not Galloway, is the problem. But the 
biggest problem at the minute is the 
CPGB fighting for Respect and against 
a republican socialist party. Since in 
current conditions the latter is the 
only road to a communist party, then 
the CPGB has taken an objectively 
anti-party stance • 
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GLOBAL WARMING _ 

Fight for a 
red planet 



Disaster movie: gloomy message 


T he end of the world is nigh. Or 
so it would seem. In the recent 
Hollywood blockbuster, The 
day after tomorrow, we watch 
open-mouthed as a rapid change in the 
climate unleashes catastrophe and big- 
budget special effects upon the world. 
Keeping to the apocalyptic spirit, a 
tremulous headline in Socialist Worker 
asked, ‘What if this film is not fiction?’ 
(June 5). 

Of course, in terms of the cinematic 
tradition and art form you would be hard- 
pressed to describe The day after tomor¬ 
row as in any way novel or innovative. 
Obviously, it follows in a long line of 
‘disaster’ flicks - remember classics such 
as Towering inferno and Tire Poseidon 
adventure, or the more recent and pos¬ 
sibly less classic Armageddon ? How¬ 
ever, it is quite reasonable to argue that 
what differentiates this film from its genre 
predecessors is its underlying pessimism 
- no Steve McQueen or Bruce Willis here 
to save the day for humanity. We are all 
doomed, for we are up against a surely 
invincible foe: Vengeful Nature itself. 

The day after tomorrow’s gloomy 
message reflects, if not embodies, an 
increasingly prevalent view in today’s 
world - that humanity is impotent and 
unable to solve the manifest problems 
facing it. Indeed, for some humanity it¬ 
self is the problem - we are an inherently 
flawed species, whose mere presence on 
planet Earth is a sure sign of pending 
doom. 

Communists stand full-square against 
this tide of historical pessimism and en¬ 
vironmentalist catastrophism, which, 
yes, means we have to swing against the 
stream - never an easy or inviting task. 
Marxism is relentlessly anthropocentric 
(or ‘speciesist’) and hence optimistic - 
not in some fatuous Panglossian way, 
or brainless Soviet-type bureaucratic 
manner, but simply in the sense that we 
communists adamantly believe that hu¬ 
manity, through the revolutionary 
agency of the working class, can make a 
world fit to live in. That means we must 
challenge the agenda of the reactionary 
misanthropes and counterpose our red 
environmentalism to their green environ¬ 
mentalism. 

For a lesson in pessimism it is instruc¬ 
tive to look at the following passage from 
the book Our angry Earth, co-authored 
by the eminent science-fiction authors, 
Isaac Asimov and Frederik Pohl: “It is 
already too late to save our planet from 
harm. Too much has happened already: 
farms have turned into deserts, forests 
have been clear-cut to wasteland, lakes 
have been poisoned, the air is filled with 
harmful gases. It is even too late to save 
ourselves from the effects of other harm- 
ful processes, for they have already 
been set in motion, and will inevitably 
take their course. The global temperature 
will rise. The ozone layer will continue 
to fray. Pollution will sicken or kill more 
and more living creatures. All those 
things have already gone so far that they 
must now inevitably get worse before 
they can get better. Hie only choice left 
to us is to decide how much worse we 
are willing to let things get” (New York 
1991, preface). 

Now, no one can accuse Asimov and 
Pohl of being crusty reactionaries filled 
with a hatred of science and technology. 
In fact, somewhat unusually for so-called 
‘golden age’ (cl930s-1950s) American 
science fiction authors, both of them 
were on the left - Pohl was even a mem¬ 
ber of the C ommunist Party of the United 
States before he was expelled for “Trot¬ 
skyist deviationism” in 1939, when he 


made the mistake of openly questioning 
the wisdom of the Nazi-Soviet pact (and 
went on to become the co-author with 
CJ Kombluth of the classic sci-fi novel, 
The space merchants, an effective sat¬ 
ire on 1950s consumer-boom America). 
The observations of Asimov and Pohl 
are filled with a passionate, sincere and 
quite understandable fury at the way of 
the world around them. Regrettably 
though, their cry of lamentation is ani¬ 
mated by the sort of bleak inevitabilism 
that The day after tomorrow plays upon. 

Almost a century and a half ago, the 
still idealistic Thomas Carlyle memora¬ 
bly described economics as “the dismal 
science”. The term was to stick, espe¬ 
cially as it applied to economics prem¬ 
ised on a supposedly unavoidable 
conflict between “insatiable needs” and 
“scarce natural resources”. In this eco¬ 
nomics, the limited bounty provided by 
a supposedly “stingy nature” doomed 
humanity to economic slumps, misery, 
civil strife and hunger. 

Sound familiar? In the long-held view 
of the anarchist/left libertarian ecologist, 
Murray Bookchin, whose substantial 
works deserve to be seriously studied 
by Marxists, environmentalism is in con¬ 
stant danger of being ‘hijacked’ by neo- 
Malthusians and miserabilists. As 
Bookchin writes, “Today, the tenn ‘dis¬ 
mal science’ appropriately describes 
certain trends in the ecology movement 

- trends that seem to be riding on an 
overwhelming tide of religious revival¬ 
ism and mysticism. I refer not to the large 
number of highly motivated, well-inten¬ 
tioned, and often radical environmental¬ 
ists who are making earnest efforts to 
arrest the ecological crisis, but rather to 
exotic tendencies that espouse deep 
ecology, biocentrism, Gaian conscious¬ 
ness and eco-theology, to cite the main 
cults that celebrate a quasi-religious ‘rev¬ 
erence’ for ‘Nature’ with what is often a 
simultaneous denigration of human be¬ 
ings and their traits” (see http:// 
dwardmac.pitzer.edu/ 
Anarchist_Archives/bookchin/ 
Bookchinarchive.html and also 
Bookchin’s definitive study, Re-en- 
chanting humanity: a defense of the 
human spirit against anti-humanism, 
misanthropy, mysticism and primitivism 
London 1995). 

Bookchin’s description reminds me of 
a Greenpeace leaflet that came my way 
some 10 years ago. The front of it 
showed a picture of the Earth taken from 
outer-space - radiating innocence, splen¬ 
dour and beauty. As the leaflet explained, 
this is how things were for millions of 
years. Hien - turn to the next page of the 
leaflet - things get grim. Big time. Yes, 
humankind arrived like a pestilence and 
started to bugger things up. As the leaf¬ 
let ruefully admitted, we will never be able 
to return to the original state of inno¬ 
cence - the corruption has set in too deep 

- but maybe, just maybe, we can roll his¬ 
tory back just a bit and try to eradicate 
the baleful legacy of the industrial revo¬ 
lution. Maybe I was naive young thing 
back then, but I can recall being shocked 
by the fl/R/'-anthropocentrism of the 
Greenpeace leaflet. 

Another significant development - 
and one monumental in its hypocrisy, of 
course - is the ‘greening’ of big busi¬ 
ness. For many capitalists the green 
vocabulary comes with ease, and you 
can see why. If the historical specificity 
of capitalism and exploitative class soci¬ 
ety can be denied, dissolved into an 
ahistorical, timeless, classless ‘Human¬ 
ity’, then the idea of real change - so¬ 
cialism, for example - becomes a quixotic 


dream, if not the ravings of deranged 
lunatics who want to upset the natural 
order of things. 

We can see this ideological trick in an 
almost chemically pure fonn in the 2001 
special edition of Time magazine. Now, 
this is not an organ noted for its progres¬ 
sive or anti-capitalist opinions, yet here 
we find it in full-on mode, railing about 
the hopeless condition we have some¬ 
how got ourselves into: 

“Throughout the past century hu¬ 
manity did everything in its power to 
dominate nature. We dammed earth’s 
rivers, chopped down the forests and de¬ 
pleted the soils. Burning up fossil fuels 
that had been created over aeons, we 
pumped billions of tons of greenhouse 
gases into the air, altering atmospheric 
chemistry and appreciably warming the 
planet in just a few decades. And, as our 
population began the year 2000 above 
the six billion mark, still spreading across 
the continents, dozens of animal and 
plant species were going extinct every 
day, including the first primate to disap¬ 
pear in more than 100 years, the red 
colobus. At the start of the 21st century 
there were unmistakable signs that ex¬ 
ploitation of the planet was reaching its 
limit - that nature was beginning to take 
its revenge” - and so on. 

It almost goes without saying that 
capitalism and class society is not in any 
way responsible for the mess so graphi¬ 
cally portrayed above by the impossi¬ 
bly anguished Time journalist. No, what 
else would you expect from a "human¬ 
ity” which has the arrogance to “domi¬ 
nate nature” and continue “spreading 
across the continents”? 

Salvation then it seems, if there is any, 
lies in the hands of a few enlightened 
individuals - who just so happen to be 
immensely wealthy. The loathsome fea¬ 
tures of the animal-loving, ultra-misan¬ 
thropic ‘ecologist’, the multi-millionaire 
Sir Jerry Goldsmith, suddenly come to 
mind. More recently though, we had the 
wonderful front-page headline in Tire 
Guardian, ‘Oil chief: my fears for the 
planet’ (June 17). We go on to read that 
Ron Oxburgh, chairman of Shell, is “re¬ 
ally very worried for the planet”. 

According to the anxious Oxburgh, 
we urgently need to capture emissions 
of the greenhouse gas, carbon dioxide, 
and store them underground - in a tech¬ 
nique known as carbon sequestration. 
Oxburgh further comments that many 
developing countries - including India 
and China - are sitting on huge, un¬ 
tapped stocks of coal, probably the most 
polluting fossil fuel, saying: “If they 
choose to bum their coal, we in the west 
are not in a very good position to tell them 
not to, because it’s exactly what we did 
in our industrial revolution.” Oxburgh 
gloomily concludes: “Sequestration is 
difficult, but if we don’t have sequestra¬ 
tion then I see very little hope for the 
world.” 


So, what “little hope” the world has 
lies in the hands of capitalist-employed 
scientists, engineers, technicians, tech¬ 
nocrats, etc. Presumably ‘true’ salvation 
lies in the hands of Shell and not with 
any of its rivals and competitors. The 
working class in India and China do not 
get a look in, nor does the possibility of 
a democratic re-ordering of the world, so 
that power lies with the direct produc¬ 
ers and not the appropriators. 

Shell of course is now very much a 
‘green’ company - so much so in fact that 
you could almost call it ‘officially’ green. 
Virtually no Shell-organised event or 
presentation is complete these days with¬ 
out a very discernible green logo or sym¬ 
bol. Shell’s makeover has certainly 
impressed Robin Oakley, a senior figure 
in Greenpeace, who claims that a gulf is 
opening up between the more ‘progres¬ 
sive’ (read: green) oil companies such as 
Shell - which invests in alternative en¬ 
ergy sources, including wind and solar 
power - and Exxon Mobil, the biggest and 
most influential producer, particularly in 
the United States. ‘Green’ capitalism has 
come of age. 

Most worryingly, green nostrums and 
even orthodoxies have seeped into our 
movement. Yes, the much vaunted 
‘greening’ of the left - unfortunately. This 
dramatically reveals the dislocated and 
disorientated state of large segments of 
the left - which has lost confidence in 
itself, Marxism and the ability of the 
working class to transform society on a 
world scale. Inevitably, pessimistic ideas 
and doctrines start to creep in and dis¬ 
place the scientific socialism ethos and 
our proletarian ‘unofficial optimism’. 

Take the specific issue of global wann¬ 
ing, the ostensible subject matter of The 
day after tomorrow. It is now tantamount 
to a received opinion on the left, as it is 
in wider society, that the various theses 
underpinning the idea of global warm¬ 
ing are the gospel truth and that to ex¬ 
press any counter-ideas must be a 
disturbing sign of reactionary or right- 
wing sentiments - whether incipient or 
full-blown. So in the world according 
Socialist Worker, The Socialist, etc, the 
Kyoto protocol has become a totemic 
symbol that distinguishes between 
good and evil. Bush must be a bastard 
because his administration has not 
signed up to the ‘pledge’ to reduce car¬ 
bon emissions. Of course, Bush is a bas¬ 
tard and no doubt his reasons for 
pooh-poohing the Kyoto protocol were 
selfish and venal. However, that does not 
mean that signing up to Kyoto and all 
its works would not make him a bastard. 

Clearly, the whole debate around glo¬ 
bal wanning - or not - is complex and 
open-ended. The evidence does appear 
to suggest - quite heavily - that over the 
last 150 years there has been a rise in 
temperature: about 0.6°C, to use a com¬ 
monly quoted figure. However, this need 
not represent a catastrophe - hence the 


sometimes heated debate. Effectively 
the real dispute is over the extent to 
which human activity - air and road trans¬ 
port, domestic heating, power stations, 
industry, agriculture, etc - is to blame, and 
whether or not increases will continue 
and trigger a dramatic feedback effect - 
ie, cold, non-saline, water from melting 
Arctic and Antarctica ice sheets halts 
wann ocean currents and brings about 
a new ice age, the scenario depicted in 
The day after tomorrow. 

There is, though, nothing unusual 
about climate change perse. It has never 
ceased, is ongoing and must therefore 
be considered inevitable - in that sense, 
it must be considered natural. Notions 
of fixing in place the climate as it now is, 
or returning it to a pre-industrial ideal - 
as outlined in my Greenpeace leaflet of 
old - through some kind of human exo¬ 
dus, are both misplaced and doomed to 
fail. To boldly say so should not be taken 
as heresy. 

Take the now controversial Bjorn 
Lomborg, a former member of 
Greenpeace, ex-director of the Environ¬ 
mental Assessment Institute (the Dan¬ 
ish government’s advice agency) and 
author of the 2001 bestseller, The scepti¬ 
cal environmentalist. For his views 
Lomborg has been castigated for being 
“scientifically dishonest”, a wretched 
renegade and a reactionary swine to 
boot. As The Guardian insouciantly put 
it, “His work made him popular with the 
rightwing establishment” (June 17). 
Why such opprobrium? It is Lomborg’s 
contention that the concerns expressed 
about melting ice caps, deforestation and 
acid rain are “exaggerated” - arguing that 
the Earth “overall” was getting cleaner, 
and that humankind “in general” is get¬ 
ting healthier and richer. 

Scandalous? Any Marxist who imme¬ 
diately dismisses such views as “right- 
wing” is surely not much of a Marxist - 
more of a hopeless dogmatist. Naturally, 
Lomborg’s ideas and theories need to be 
approached critically, but there is surely 
a kernel of truth to them. In very broad 
historical terms, there is a lot of tmth to 
his words - there has been progress. But 
by its very nature, the antagonistic capi¬ 
talist system threatens to undennine and 
destroy the gains that have been made 
over the centuries and decades. 

Take air pollution - an example often 
cited by Lomborg. Of all the different 
types of pollution affecting human 
health, air pollution ranks as just about 
the worse. Of all the major US Environ¬ 
mental Protection Agency statute areas 
(air, water, pesticides, conservation, 
drinking water, toxic control, liability ) and 
even by the agency’s own reckoning, 86- 
96% of all social benefits stem from the 
regulation of air pollution. We often as¬ 
sume that air pollution is a modem phe¬ 
nomenon, and that it has got worse in 
recent times. However, it has actually 
been a major nuisance for most of civili- 
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sation and in fact the air of the western world 
has not been as clean as it is now for a long 
time. 

In ancient Rome, the statesman Seneca 
complained about “the stink, soot and heavy 
air” in the city. In 1257, when the Queen of 
England visited Nottingham, she found the 
stench of smoke from coal burning so intol¬ 
erable that she left for fear of her life. By 1285 
London’s air was so polluted that King 
Edward I established the world’s fust air pol¬ 
lution commission. Coming nearer to the 
present day, not for nothing did Shelley write: 
“Hell must be much like London, a smoky and 
populous city.” For London, the conse¬ 
quences were dire. Whereas throughout the 
18th century London was foggy 20 days a 
year, this had increased to almost 60 days by 
the end of the 19th. Now London air is rela¬ 
tively clean. Pollution, then, is no modem 
capitalist evil. 

Lomborg also asserts that the Kyoto pro¬ 
tocol is a waste of money - quite literally. Kyoto 
requires that industrial states reduce green¬ 
house emissions by 2012 to pre-1990s levels. 
In a public debate - or ‘row’, as the press pre¬ 
fer to say - with Klaus Toepfer, the UN envi¬ 
ronment chief, Lomborg boldly stated: 
“Kyoto would cost at least $ 150 billion a year, 
yet merely postpone global warming for six 
years. The family in Bangladesh who will get 
flooded will have an extra six years to move.” 
In other words, implementing the Kyoto pro¬ 
tocol on carbon dioxide emissions is likely to 
cost $161-8346 billion, and yet the average 


temperature of the Earth will probably be 
about tire same in 2100 with Kyoto as in 2094 
without it. 

By contrast, argues Lomborg, several mil¬ 
lion deaths could be prevented each year by 
securing clean drinking water and sanitation 
for everyone at a one-off cost of $200 billion. 
In this vein, the Environmental Assessment 
Institute organised a conference last month 
where economists ranked fighting Aids and 
malnutrition and making foreign trade easier 
as far more cost-effective ways of improving 
the world than combating global wanning. 

“Rightwing”? “Reactionary”? It is more 
than likely that many of Lomborg’s ideas are 
inadequate or flawed in some way. But the 
stubborn fact remains that his ideas need to 
be rationally engaged with by the left - not 
become the object of censorship or a witch¬ 
hunt. Truth is many-sided and an'ives from 
the open clash of different and contending 
ideas, not from imposing a mental straight- 
jacket. 

A long time ago, Thomas Miinzer, the 
Anabaptist leader of the Gennan peasant revo¬ 
lution, pinpointed in his pamphlet against 
Luther the root cause of the advancing social 
evil in quite tangible terms, diagnosing it as the 
cult of universal saleability and alienation. He 
concluded his discourse by saying how intol¬ 
erable it was “that every creature should be 
transformed into property - the fishes in the 
water, the birds of the air, the plants of the earth” 
(quoted by Marx in his essay The Jewish ques¬ 
tion - emphasis added). 


As Istvan Meszaros points out, “This was 
a far-sighted identification of what was to un¬ 
fold with all-engulfing power in the course of 
the next three centuries ... For, once the so¬ 
cial trend of universal saleability triumphs, in 
time with the inner requirements of capital’s 
social formation, what appeared to Miinzer 
as the gross violation of the natural order 
(and, as we know, ultimately endangers the 
very existence of humankind) now seems self- 
evidently natural, unalterable, and acceptable 
to the thinkers who unreservedly identify 
themselves with the historically created (and 
in principle likewise removable) constraints of 
capital’s fully developed social order” 
(Monthly Review December 2001). 

For communists genuine “sustainable de¬ 
velopment” cannot come about without the 
removal of the paralysing constraints of the 
adversarial capitalist system. This immedi¬ 
ately, and unavoidably, raises the question of 
substantive equality and the fight for social¬ 
ism. For sustainability means being really in 
control of the vital social, economic and cul¬ 
tural processes, through which human beings 
not merely survive but can and should also 
find fulfilment, in accordance with the designs 
which they set themselves, instead of being 
at the mercy of unpredictable natural forces 
and what Meszaros labels “quasi-natural 
socio-economic determinations”. 

Yes, it is extremely bad news for Shell and 
Mr Oxburgh. To ‘save the planet’ we need a 
communist world • 

Eddie Ford 


Powerful 
but flawed 

Michael Moore Fahrenheit 9/11 
general release 



M ichael Moore’s new film, Fahrenheit 
9/11, reached UK cinemas at the 
weekend and is reported to have 
broken box office records for a feature docu¬ 
mentary. 

There was some doubt that the movie 
would be released at all this year after Disney- 
owned production company Miramax refused 
to distribute such a politically controversial 
work during the run-up to the US presiden¬ 
tial election. However, Moore found an alter¬ 
native distributor less concerned with 
upsetting Republican foibles. 

So what is all the fuss about? As its title 
suggests, Fahrenheit 9/11 focuses on the 
Bush administration’s response to the al 
Qa’eda terrorist attacks on the World Trade 
Center and Pentagon in September 2001. 

The narrative begins in November 2000 
with the disputed outcome of the Florida state 
ballot in the presidential election. “It wasn’t a 
dream; this is what really happened,” says 
Moore, as he portrays a systematic effort to 
rig the result in a state run by George W’s 
brother, governor Geb. Black voters with crimi¬ 
nal records were systematically disenfran¬ 
chised by state election laws designed to 
minimise the Democrats’ potential support. A 
Republican-biased Supreme Court ratified the 
result in Bush’s favour in spite of evidence 
showing that the process had been corrupted. 

A particularly poignant section, and one I 
had not seen before because the British me¬ 
dia lost interest in the affair after the Supreme 
Court ruling, was the footage of Senate pro¬ 
ceedings chaired by unsuccessful presiden¬ 
tial candidate Al Gore, who accepted the 
court’s verdict for the sake of maintaining the 
existing order. A stream of representatives 
from the Afro-American community were 
shown attempting to lodge objections to the 
election result, but they were all ruled out of 
order by Gore because the support of at least 
one senator was required for a petition to be 
considered. None of the 100 senators were 
prepared to rock the boat, although a number 
of House of Representatives congressmen 
did sign up to the complainants’ cause. 


Moore then ridicules Bush’s first eight 
months in office, recalling that 42% of his time 
was spent on vacation and alleging that se¬ 
curity briefings about the threat to US secu¬ 
rity posed by Osama bin Laden’s organisation 
were ignored. 

The World Trade Center attack is not 
shown directly, the screen going black and 
the audience left to hear the terrifying sounds 
from the crumbling buildings before moving 
to images of passers-by looking upwards in 
horror. This was a very effective way of con¬ 
veying the shock of the day’s events. 

Bush’s reaction to the al Qa’eda outrage is 
the subject of both mockery and conspiracy 
theorising. News of the attack reaches the 
president while he is participating in a primary 
school class during a routine photo opportu¬ 
nity. He is shown reading a children’s book, 
not knowing quite what to do next for a whole 
seven minutes, before it is decided that the 
matter warrants more serious attention and he 
leaves with his Whitehouse aides. 

Moore features the disputed claim that over 
the next few days 24 members of the bin Laden 
family were granted special dispensation from 
a flight ban and allowed to leave the country, 
even though the security experts interviewed 
by Moore assert that they ought to have been 
detained for questioning. 

No coincidence, suggests Moore. He un¬ 
veils transcripts of Bush’s military service 
record blacked out by the US administration 
that show George’s best buddy in the army 
and subsequent life-long friend was one 
James R Bath - chief money manager for the 
fabulously wealthy bin Laden family. The film 
claims that Bush’s chequered, pre-political 
business career was at all times closely linked 
to bin Laden finance, with the Saudi elite es¬ 
timated to have invested $1.4 billion in com¬ 
panies connected to the Bush family. 

We are left to draw the inference that the 
US administration had every interest in en¬ 
suring that these connections with the man 
who directed 9/11 were not examined too 
closely. Fair enough, you might say, but why 
would the administration conspire to help the 


bin Laden clan leave the country and escape 
questioning? Surely that would only draw 
attention to the relationship once the story 
came out - unless, of course, you want to take 
the conspiracy theory even further and im¬ 
ply that September 11 was all a US establish¬ 
ment plot. 

The movie then turns its attention to the 
US government’s exploitation of the public 
panic over terrorism to introduce sweeping 
new powers under the Patriot Act. Every op¬ 
portunity was taken to heighten the climate 
of fear and to persuade the public that Iraq 
was closely associated with al Qa’eda’s ac¬ 
tions. Bush family and political connections 
were again rewarded in the choice of compa¬ 
nies that secured lucrative contracts to serv¬ 
ice the US invasion and occupation of Iraq, 
the film points out. 

In a moving part of the film, Moore inter¬ 
views a family bereaved by the loss of their 
soldier son killed in the Gulf conflict and fol¬ 
lows their attempts to make sense of the trag¬ 
edy that has befallen them. He then does one 
of his trademark stunts asking US congress¬ 
men to agree to have their own children sent 
to Iraq to support the administration’s efforts 
on behalf of the free world. 

This is a documentary, so I do not think I 
am spoiling the ending by reporting that the 
movie closes with Moore reflecting on the 
desperate poverty suffered by many US citi¬ 
zens while their government wastes billions 
of dollars fighting a war supposedly to find 
weapons of mass destruction that never ex¬ 
isted. 

Overall, Fahrenheit 9/11 is a powerful piece 
of cinema. However, it reflects Moore’s ob¬ 
session with corporate misgovemance with¬ 
out ever really challenging the basis of the 
capitalist system that makes such practices 
inevitable. On the one hand, Moore uses 
cheap gags and out-takes to make Bush look 
stupid, whilst on the other he attempts to 
persuade us that the man is part of some se¬ 
cret conspiracy - something that actually de¬ 
values his core message • 

Steve Cooke 


What we 
fight for 

Our central aim is the organisation of communists, revolu¬ 
tionary socialists, anti-capitalists and all politically advanced 
workers into a Communist Party. Without organisation the 
working class is nothing; with the highest form of organisa¬ 
tion it is everything. 

■ The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communist Party, but there exists no real Communist 
Party today. There are many so-called ‘parties’ on the left. 

In reality they are confessional sects. Members who disa¬ 
gree with the prescribed Tine’ are expected to gag them¬ 
selves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

Communists operate according to the principles of demo¬ 
cratic centralism. Through ongoing debate we seek to 
achieve unity in action and a common world outlook. As 
long as they support agreed actions, members have the 
right to speak openly and form temporary or permanent 
factions. 

■ Communists oppose the neo-conservative war plans of 
the Project for the New American Century and all imperial¬ 
ist wars but constantly strive to bring to the fore the funda¬ 
mental question - ending war is bound up with ending capi¬ 
talism. 

Communists are internationalists. Everywhere we strive 
for the closest unity and agreement of working class and 
progressive parties of all countries. We oppose every mani¬ 
festation of national sectionalism. It is an internationalist 
duty to uphold the principle, ‘One state, one party’. To the 
extent that the European Union becomes a state then that 
necessitates EU-wide trade unions and a Communist Party 
oftheEU. 

■ The working class must be organised globally. Without a 
global Communist Party, a Communist International, the 
struggle against capital is weakened and lacks coordina¬ 
tion. 

Communists have no interest apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in recognising the importance 
of Marxism as a guide to practice. That theory is no dogma, 
but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the fu¬ 
ture of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous with war, 
pollution, exploitation and crisis. As a global system capital¬ 
ism can only be superseded globally. All forms of national¬ 
ist socialism are reactionary and anti-working class. 

■ The capitalist class will never willingly allow their wealth 
and power to be taken away by a parliamentary vote. They 
will resist using every means at their disposal. Communists 
favour using parliament and winning the biggest possible 
working class representation. But workers must be readied 
to make revolution - peacefully if we can, forcibly if we 
must 

Communists fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be given a social content. 

■ We will use the most militant methods objective circum¬ 
stances allow to achieve a federal republic of England, 
Scotland and Wales, a united, federal Ireland and a United 
States of Europe. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions trans¬ 
formed into schools for communism. 

Communists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the strug¬ 
gle for peace and ecological sustainability are just as much 
working class questions as pay, trade union rights and de¬ 
mands for high-quality health, housing and education. 

Socialism represents victory in the battle for democracy. 

It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either demo¬ 
cratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it turns into its oppo¬ 
site. 

Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which knows neither wars, exploita¬ 
tion, money, classes, states nor nations. Communism is gen¬ 
eral freedom and the real beginning of human history. 

■All who accept these principles are urged to join the Com¬ 
munist Party. 
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Workers under 
attack as 
Gordon Brown 
strikes 



Political fightback needed 


T here is no doubt that chancellor 
Gordon Brown’s announcement 
of up to 100,000 civil service job 
losses represents an appalling 
attack on public sector workers. In the 
attempt to show that he is tough enough 
to replace Tony Blair as prime minister 
Brown has targeted 84,150 jobs in Eng¬ 
land alone (some of which had already 
been announced in the March budget), 
while a further 20,000 have been pencil¬ 
led in for Wales, Scotland and Northern 
Ireland. 

However, things are not quite so sim¬ 
ple. Brown is putting into practice the rec¬ 
ommendations of Sir Peter Gershon, the 
chief executive of the office of govern¬ 
ment commerce. But, as Gershon says, 
these cuts should be seen “in the con¬ 
text of a planned growth in the public 
sector of 360,000 between 2003 and 
2006”. In other words, while specific 
posts, together with the workers occu¬ 
pying them, are supposedly no longer 
required, at the end of the current spend¬ 
ing period there will be a net increase in 
jobs. 

The cuts are being presented as an 
onslaught on ‘government waste’, 
which, together with asset sales, will 
save an annual £21.5 billion by2008. Nev¬ 
ertheless they are announced as part of 
a three-year package which will see gov¬ 
ernment spending increase above infla¬ 
tion by £62 billion, or 3.1%, per year (as 
opposed to the 5% of recent years). 
Obviously, this increase in expenditure 
is for the fulfilment of particular tasks - 
which in turn will require extra people to 
carry them through. 

For example, by 2008 spending on 
transport, including rail subsidies, will be 
60% higher in real tenns than in 1997, 
despite privatisation. Which rather gives 
the lie to the notion that privatisation was 
all about reigning in the state and reduc¬ 
ing its role. In reality government spend¬ 
ing, and with it the size of the state, 
continues to grow, and has done under 
both Labour and the Tories. 

Privatisation was primarily about 
reigning in the working class and hob¬ 
bling the trade unions. Even where serv¬ 
ices remain in the public sector, the 
spectre of privatisation - through 
‘marketisation’ or the threat of PFI, etc - 
exerts considerable disciplinary influ¬ 
ence over the workforce. 

So the cuts are not just cosmetic. 
Brown claims that 100,000 existing posts 
can be saved through new technology 
and pruning ‘back office’ staff. Every 
government department has been set tar¬ 
gets which it must achieve - and this has 
brought Brown praise from the repre¬ 
sentatives of capital: “Business ap¬ 
plauds a radical and courageous 
efficiency plan that will involve imple¬ 
menting decisions that have been 
ducked for far too long,” said Digby 
Jones of the Confederation of British 
Industry. Bill Midgley, president of the 
British Chambers of Commerce, con¬ 
curred - although he would have pre¬ 
ferred a reduction in the “360,000 extra 
frontline jobs” as well. 

Of all the government services, the de¬ 
partment for work and pensions (DWP) 
is the worst hit by Brown’s axe. Out of 
140,000 staff, it is has been told to shed 
40,000. This cannot be restricted to ‘back 
office’ staff, but would inevitably eat into 
‘front-line staff’ too. Besides, the divi¬ 


sion between the two is totally artificial - 
many workers spend part of their time 
dealing directly with the public and part 
performing associated clerical tasks. 

1 spoke to Lee Rock, London organ¬ 
iser of the Public and Commercial Serv¬ 
ices Union for the DWP. He told me that 
in many departments turnover is high, 
especially in London, so it is possible to 
lose staff by ‘natural wastage’ quite rap¬ 
idly. The posts left unfilled will simply be 
abolished. “But there will undoubtedly 
be a serious detrimental effect on the 
service provided,” said comrade Rock. 
“Call centres and claims processing sec¬ 
tions can be hit, but clearly this will af¬ 
fect quality.” 

Brown has offered up the possibility, 
in cases where the cuts cannot be ab¬ 
sorbed through natural wastage, of re¬ 
location out of London - in this way he 
can make savings in terms of both ac¬ 
commodation costs and London weight¬ 
ing payments (some £3,000 per 
individual). But this, for many workers, 
is hardly something to be taken up 
lightly. They will not want to just aban¬ 
don homes, their children’s schools and 
communities. And why should they? 
“In many centres there would need to 
be redundancies,” said comrade Rock, 
“since it would be very difficult, if not 
impossible, to relocate people to other 
departments.” 

However, as part of the campaign to 
‘persuade’ people to leave voluntarily 
(without the need for expensive redun¬ 
dancy payouts) the attack on absentee¬ 
ism is to be stepped up. Particularly in 
the trial period of the fust two and a half 
years of employment, no doubt more 
staff will simply quit of their own accord 
rather than suffer constant harassment 
whenever they take uncertificated sick 
leave. At present eight days sick leave 
per year is the trigger point for discipli¬ 
nary action, but this could soon be re¬ 
duced quite drastically. 

The Tory press loves to paint a pic¬ 
ture of snooty middle class parasites liv¬ 
ing the life of Riley, but the reality is 
completely different. Overwhelmingly 
civil servants have been thoroughly pro- 
letarianised and nowadays the wages 
for the vast mass of them are in relative 
tenns very low - and in the DWP the 
2003 pay claim has not yet been settled 
(two further strike days have been called 
for July29-30). 

On top of that, the new performance 
and development system for staff 
appraisement, with its pre-determined 
quotas for the numbers qualifying for P 
each pay-related marking, is another I 
weapon. This has resulted in lower mark- _ 
ings - and lower pay - for many workers. * 
For example, the lowest marking, which | 
was previously awarded to only a hand- ■ 
ful of individuals, will now go to the low- " 
est 10%, irrespective of whether their I 
perfonnance would have qualified them I 
for a higher band before. That opens up ■ 
the possibility of thousands of workers * 
being disciplined and eventually dis- 1 
missed for ‘inefficiency’. 

It remains to be seen whether the _ 
sheer scale of Brown’s new assault will I 
weaken workers’ morale or, on the con- 1 
trary, stiffen their resolve. Undoubtedly, ■ 
however, many will see the fight for jobs 1 
and overall conditions as more important I 
than the fight for pay, meagre though I 
current wages are. In that sense they will ^ 


perhaps view the July 29-30 strike as an 
opportunity to hit back. 

Indeed, the willingness to take militant 
action has been encouraging. In London 
DWP members at Stratford have voted 
by 51 to four for an indefinite strike in 
defence of their victimised branch sec¬ 
retary, Charlie McDonald, a member of 
the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty. 

What is certain, though, is that in 
these circumstances industrial action, 
while it may force a retreat in an indi¬ 
vidual workplace, cannot succeed in 
halting Brown’s centrally directed at¬ 
tacks, unless it consists of coordinated 
action across the entire civil service. 
What is more, it must be guided by a 
political strategy capable of uniting 
workers as a class. 

That, of course, is the missing link in 
the vast majority of trade union strug¬ 
gles. Civil service unions in particular 


have in the past prided themselves on 
being ‘non-political’ - as a result of this 
legacy the PCSU never affiliated to the 
Labour Party. Over the last few years, 
however, it has built up a parliamentary 
group, headed by John McDonnell MP. 
Moreover, since the stunning victory of 
Mark Serwotka as PCSU general secre¬ 
tary the so-called moderate grouping has 
more or less been completely routed. 
Now the PCSU executive is dominated 
by the left, members and supporters of 
the Socialist Party, Socialist Workers 
Party, Scottish Socialist Party and other 
groups. 

Here then is a chance for the left to 
show its worth. The current situation 
cries out for serious, detennined leader¬ 
ship in order to instil confidence 
amongst the workforce. Fight Brown in 
the courts, yes; stage protest strikes and 
mass demonstration, yes; fight for pub¬ 


lic backing, yes again. But more, far 
more, is needed. 

Not only must there be a campaign for 
all-out indefinite strike action. The PCSU 
executive should immediately join with 
the RMT and others in sponsoring a 
conference of Britain’s militant trade 
unions, the Labour left and the serious 
leftwing groups to discuss how to mount 
a united fightback. 

Sooner of later ( and timing is every¬ 
thing) there must be an organised split 
in the Labour Party. Either Blair, Brown 
and the whole rotten New Labour clique 
is expelled, or a new party of the work¬ 
ing class must be fonned. Not a populist 
protest party or a revived version of old 
Labour. The epoch of moribund capital¬ 
ism, the collapse of refonnism and the 
imminence of socialism necessitates a 
Communist Party • 

Peter Manson 


New Labour dented 


T he GMB became the latest union to 
snub New Labour last week, when 
its national executive refused a re¬ 
quest for a £744,000 donation to Labour’s 
central election fund. Instead, following 
tire RMT example, it decided to fund only 
those MPs prepared to support union 
policy and to use the withheld money to 
fund GMB campaigns - mostly against 
New Labour’s privatisation agenda. 
There are fears amongst Blairites that die 
TGWU may follow suit and withhold a 
further £750,000. This would put a £1.5 
million dent in New Labours projected 
election fund of £20 million. 

At a stormy private meeting widi un¬ 
ion leaders in Westminster the evening 
following the GMB decision, Blairite 
MPs accused union general secretaries 
of blackmail. However, particular venom, 
and that incredible arrogance peculiar to 
New Labour, was reserved for the GMB. 
The rift is particularly serious, in that the 
latest wave of criticisms and threats 
comes from the ‘big four’ unions at the 
centre of the TUC’s ‘reclaim labour’ 
wing: Unison, TGWU, GMB and Ami¬ 
cus. So far, however, they have kept a 
discreet distance from the newly estab¬ 
lished Labour Representation Commit¬ 
tee, but they have, it seems, secretly 
drafted a list of demands for inclusion in 
die Labour manifesto and could mount a 


serious challenge in Labour’s policy fo¬ 
rums. It appears to be ratiier tame, but will 
no doubt be anathema to the Blairites. 

An article by Kevin Curran, GMB gen¬ 
eral secretary, in The Guardian epito¬ 
mises the big four’s approach. His 
starting point is to accept that ditching 
‘socialist’ old Labour for New Labour 
made the party electable. But now, as 
“the Labour government has taken its 
first real beating in the local and Euro¬ 
pean elections, and the Tories are being 
taken seriously again”, he wonders 
whether it is appropriate to change 
course (‘New Labour is finished’, July 
9). That is, die direat traditionally levelled 
at die left that their behaviour risks ‘let¬ 
ting the Tories in’ is now thrown back at 
the right. It is New Labour diat is becom¬ 
ing unelectable, according to Curran. 

He is open about the rearguard action 
that the union tops are having to fight: 
“Many of us are working hard to rein¬ 
force our relationships, but we are not 
succeeding. We now spend a lot of ef¬ 
fort in trying to persuade our members 
not only that the Labour Party is worth 
fighting for, but that we should not con¬ 
template a relationship with any other 
political organisation.” 

He warns that if by midway through a 
third term Labour has not changed its 
ways he might be forced to succumb to 


the pressure and disaffiliate the GMB. 
While Curran stresses his own loyalty - 
“I want to maintain the link” - unfortu¬ 
nately “the mood in the Labour Party in 
the country, among constituency activ¬ 
ists and trade union members, is to re¬ 
duce funding and support.” 

Then Curran begins to argue for his 
meagre rations. The new approach to 
policy formation he wishes to see is 
spelt out, although it has to be said that 
it does not amount to very much. The 
criticisms of New Labour policies have 
arisen, apparently, not because of the 
Blairites’ fundamentally anti-working 
class nature, but because “we have been 
excluded from consultation. 

So there we have it. A fight for a re¬ 
turn to die traditional role of trade union 
barons to influence and sell government 
policy in return for a few crumbs. It is all 
top-down - no democratic involvement 
of any of the big-four membership in 
drafting demands for the Labour mani¬ 
festo - it’s a secret. 

Notwithstanding these severe limita¬ 
tions, the move to fund MPs on the ba¬ 
sis of a commitment to union policy is a 
significant advance. And the pressure 
against New Labour, though still muted, 
is rapidly growing, as is the fighting con¬ 
fidence of most unions • 

Alan Stevens 
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